arXiv:2304.12954v2 [math.AT] 23 Feb 2024

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS

LAUREN BANDKLAYDER, JULIA E. BERGNER, RHIANNON GRIFFITHS, BRENDA JOHNSON, AND REKHA SANTHANAM

Abstract. Model structures for many different kinds of functor calculus can be obtained by applying a theorem of Bousfield to a suitable category of functors. In this paper, we give a general criterion for when model categories obtained via this approach are cofibrantly generated. Our examples recover the homotopy functor and n-excisive model structures of Biedermann and Röndigs, but also include a model structure for the discrete functor calculus of Bauer, Johnson, and McCarthy.

1. Introduction

Functor calculi have been used to produce significant results in a wide range of fields, beginning with applications of the homotopy functor calculus of Goodwillie [21] to algebraic K-theory [36] and v_n-periodic homotopy theory [1], [24]. In another direction, the manifold calculus of Goodwillie and Weiss [22], [50] and orthogonal calculus of Weiss [51] have been used to study embeddings and immersions of manifolds, as well as characteristic classes [39], and spaces of knots [34], [44].

The essential data of a functor calculus is a means of approximating a functor F with a tower of functors under F FP^nF ...P_1F P_0F P_{n+1}F...

in a way analogous to the Taylor series for a function; indeed, we refer to them as Taylor towers. In particular, each P_nF should be thought of as some kind of degree n approximation to F . In fact, in a functor calculus, the natural transformations p_nF : F → P_nF induce weak equivalences P_n(p_nF ), p_n(P_nF ): P_nF → P^2_n F which in turn can be used to show that F → P_nF is, in a categorical sense, the best degree n approximation to F .

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 18D20; 18D15; 18F50; 18N40; 55U35. Key words and phrases. cofibrantly generated model categories, enriched categories, functor categories, functor calculus.

This work was done as part of the Women in Topology Workshop in August 2019, supported by the Hausdorff Research Institute for Mathematics, NSF grant DMS-1901795, the AWM ADVANCE grant NSF-HRD-1500481, and Foundation Compositio Mathematica. JB was partially supported by NSF grants DMS-1659931 and DMS-1906281. BJ was partially supported by the Union College Faculty Research Fund. 1

2 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

With a suitable model structure on a category of functors in place, the endofunctor P_n that assigns to a functor its degree n approximation can be used to build a new model structure in which F → G is a weak equivalence precisely when P_nF → P_nG is a weak equivalence in the original model structure. This approach has been employed by Barnes and Oman [6] in the case of the orthogonal calculus, and by Biedermann, Chorny, and Röndigs [9], [10] and by Barnes and Eldred [4] in the case of the homotopy functor calculus. It has led to means by which different functor calculi can be extended to new contexts [46] and compared to one another [5], [45], and provided the context in which to strengthen classifications of homogenous degree n functors [10].

One can also work in a more flexible setting than model categories, such as some well-behaved model for (∞, 1)-categories, which is the approach taken by Lurie [35] and Pereira [38]. As their work demonstrates, one can develop a good general theory for functor calculus in this kind of setting as well, but we do not take that approach here, since we are particularly interested in the nuances of the model structures.

The starting point for this paper was the desire to develop a similar approach for the discrete functor calculus of Bauer, McCarthy, and the fourth-named author [7]. Our hope is to use the model structure for discrete calculus developed here to recast existing comparisons between between the homotopy functor and discrete calculi, such as that found in [7], in model category-theoretic terms, and to develop a model category classification of homogeoneous degree n functors similar to the model category classification of n-homogeneous functors in [10]. In addition, we have sought to define the model structure for discrete calculus in a manner that could be conveniently adapted for general classes of functor calculi. In particular, we would like for it to be applicable to those that can be defined using towers of comonads in the same way as the discrete calculus does. A general approach to such calculi is being developed by the fourth author and Kathryn Hess. To this end, we structure this paper around Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 below, and we show how to use them to build cofibrantly generated model structures corresponding to both the homotopy functor and discrete calculi.

Model structures for abelian versions of the discrete functor calculus were established by Renaudin [40] and Richter [41]. In general, the existence of such functor calculus model structures is guaranteed by a theorem of Bousfield and Friedlander [12], which was modified by Bousfield for his work on telescopic homotopy theory [11]. We use the following version of this theorem, derived from Bousfield’s, in the present work; see Theorem 4.2 and Corollary 4.4. The three versions differ slightly in the third axiom.

Theorem 1.1. Let M be a right proper model category together with an endofunctor Q: M → M and a natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying the following axioms:

(A1) the endofunctor Q preserves weak equivalences in M;

(A2) the maps η_{QX} , Q(η_X ): QX → Q^2X are both weak equivalences in M; and (A3’) Q preserves homotopy pullback squares.

Then there exists a right proper model structure, denoted by M_Q, on the same underlying category as M with the same cofibrations as M and in which X → Y is a weak equivalence in M_Q when QX → QY is a weak equivalence in the original model structure on M. Furthermore, if M has the structure of a simplicial model category, then so does M_Q.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 3

A further version of this result by Stanculescu [48] drops the right properness assumption, but since we have found this condition essential to our arguments here, we retain it. We also note that the second axiom requires precisely the property described above that guarantees that P_nF is, in a categorical sense, the best degree n approximation to the functor F . In this sense, Bousfield and Friedlander’s theorem and its variants seem tailor-made for constructing model structures for functor calculi. Localizations that are produced via these theorems are sometimes referred to as Bousfield-Friedlander localizations, and the endofunctors used to produce them are examples of what are often referred to in the literature as Quillen idempotent monads. For specificity here we use the terminology Bousfield endofunctor to emphasize that we are assuming the axioms of Theorem 1.1. We review Bousfield’s version of the localization theorem and deduce Theorem 1.1 from it in Section 4, then apply it to obtain the hf- and n-excisive model structures of [10] in Sections 5 and 6, and the desired discrete degree n model structure in Section 7.

However, applying Theorem 1.1 does not immediately give the additional structure of a cofibrantly generated model category. Facing the same challenge, Biedermann and Röndigs [10] develop a simplicially enriched version of Goodwillie’s homotopy functor calculus in such a way that their model structure for n-excisive functors is cofibrantly generated. Because this additional structure is quite powerful, we want to employ a similar strategy to develop a degree n model structure for discrete functor calculus.

Indeed, rather than simply developing a cofibrantly generated model structure for degree n functors, we develop a systematic way to show when model structures obtained from this theorem are cofibrantly generated, via criteria for when arguments of the kind used by Biedermann and Röndigs can be applied. As a result, we are able to present not only the new example of discrete functor calculus, but also to show that the homotopy functor and n-excisive model structures arise as consequences of a general theorem. Our hope is that having this general theorem, together with the presentation of each of these three model structures, will shed light on the shared features across these different model structures, and the types of technical details that must be checked in specific examples. With this goal in mind, even for the model structures that were already known, we emphasize some of the details in the arguments. At the same time, the general theorem should enable us quickly to establish that the model structures arising from the functor calculi in the forthcoming work of the fourth author and Hess, which are constructed using methods similar to those used for the discrete calculus, are also cofibrantly generated.

In particular, one feature of Biedermann and Röndigs’ cofibrant generation proofs for the homotopy functor and n-excisive model structures is that they rely on the construction of equivalent formulations of functors such as P_n in terms of representables. Although our proofs do rely on their methods, we are able to circumvent the need for these replacements and use their original formulations instead. In our approach, these representable functors appear in the form of what we call test morphisms for a Bousfield endofunctor in the following result, which is restated more precisely as Theorem 8.3 below.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that Fun(C, D) is a cofibrantly generated right proper model structure on a category of simplicial functors in which all fibrations are also levelwise

4 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

fibrations, with some modest additional assumptions on C and D. If Q is a Bousfield endofunctor of Fun(C, D) that admits a collection of test morphisms, then the model structure on Fun(C, D)_Q is cofibrantly generated.

In practice, test morphisms represent maps in C that, for any functor F in Fun(C, D), are converted to weak equivalences by QF . After proving this theorem, we identify test morphisms for the hf-, n-excisive, and degree n model structures induced by Bousfield’s theorem to prove that they are cofibrantly generated.

1.1. Outline of the paper. In Section 2 we review properties of right proper and simplicial model categories that will be used in subsequent sections, and we look more specifically at simplicial model categories of functors, which are the examples of interest in this paper. In Section 3 we summarize both the homotopy functor calculus of Goodwillie and the discrete functor calculus of Bauer, Johnson, and McCarthy. We present the localization techniques for model categories that we use in Section 4, and we apply them to get model structures for homotopy functors, n-excisive functors, and degree n functors in Sections 5, 6, and 7, respectively. We present our main theorem for cofibrant generation in Section 8 and include the homotopy functor model structure there as a guiding example. We then apply the main theorem to the n-excisive model structure in Section 9 and to the degree n model structure in Section 10.

2. Background on simplicial model categories

In this section, we briefly review some key facts about model categories that we need, focusing on some features of right proper and simplicial model categories. Of particular importance are some results about simplicial model categories that are difficult to find in the literature.

Before we get into the precise statements, recall that ordinary limits and colimits need not be well-behaved with respect to weak equivalences in a model category; two diagrams may be levelwise weakly equivalent, yet not have weakly equivalent limits or colimits. However, the structure of a model category enables us to define homotopy (co)limits that are suitably homotopy invariant. Note that for the purposes of this background section we typically do not need explicit constructions of homotopy limits and colimits; at certain points in subsequent sections we do need them, and we discuss the models we use there. We refer the interested reader to the last two chapters of [25] for a much more thorough treatment.

We begin with a number of properties of homotopy pullbacks in right proper model categories that we use throughout this paper, stated here for ease of reference. The first tells us that homotopy pullbacks preserve weak equivalences in right proper model categories.

Proposition 2.1. [25, 13.3.4] Let M be a right proper model category, and let XZYX^′Z^′Y^′ ≃≃≃

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 5

be a diagram in M where the vertical maps are all weak equivalences. The induced map between the homotopy pullback of the diagram X → Z ← Y and the homotopy pullback of the diagram X^′ → Z^′ ← Y^′ is a weak equivalence.

The second is well-known for the categories of topological spaces and simplicial sets, but holds more generally.

Proposition 2.2. [25, 13.3.8] Let M be a right proper model category. If, in any diagram XZY in M, at least one of the maps is a fibration, then the induced map from the ordinary pullback of the diagram to the homotopy pullback is a weak equivalence.

The next result is a kind of “two-out-of-three property” for homotopy pullback squares.

Proposition 2.3. [25, 13.3.15] Let M be a right proper model category. If the righthand square in the diagram XYZ UVW

is a homotopy pullback square, then the left-hand square is a homotopy pullback if and only if the composite square is a homotopy pullback.

Finally, the following result gives a useful criterion for identifying homotopy pullback squares together with a nice property of homotopy pullback squares. It is proved in [37, 3.3.11(1ab)] for the category of topological spaces, but the argument works for any right proper model category.

Proposition 2.4. Consider a commutative square in a right proper model category M: XYUV .

(1) If the square is a homotopy pullback square and Y → V is a weak equivalence, then X → U is a weak equivalence.

(2) If both vertical arrows in the square are weak equivalences, then the square is a homotopy pullback square.

The model categories we consider in the paper are simplicially enriched model categories. We recall the definition here, with the axioms labelled according to the usual convention. A more detailed overview of simplicially enriched model categories can be found in the prequel to this paper [3].

6 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Definition 2.5. [25, 9.1.6] A simplicial model category is a model category M that is also a simplicial category, i.e., a category enriched in the closed monoidal category S of simplicial sets, such that the following two axioms hold.

(SM6) The category M is both tensored and cotensored over S. In particular, there are natural isomorphisms

Map(X ⊗ K, Y ) ∼= Map(X, Y )^K ∼= Map(X, Y^K ).

for each pair of objects X and Y in M and simplicial set K.

(SM7) If i: K → L is a cofibration of simplicial sets and p: X → Y is a fibration in M, then the induced morphism X^L → X^K ×_Y K Y^L is a fibration in D that is a weak equivalence if either i or p is.

Remark 2.6. [25, 9.3.7] Assuming axiom (SM6) holds, axiom (SM7) above is equivalent to the condition that if i: K → L is a cofibration of simplicial sets and j : X → Y is a cofibration in M, then the induced morphism X ⊗ L ∐_{X⊗K} Y ⊗ K → Y ⊗ L is a cofibration in D that is a weak equivalence if either i or j is.

Example 2.7. [25, 9.1.13] The model category S of simplicial sets can be regarded as a simplicial model category. Given any simplicial sets X and K, we can take the tensor structure X ⊗ K to be the cartesian product X × K and the cotensor structure X^K to be Map(K, X).

We recall a result that is well-known in the model category of spaces, but holds in any simplicial model category; see, for example [16, §2.4].

Proposition 2.8. Let M be a simplicial model category and let f : A → B be a morphism in M with A cofibrant. Then there exists a factorization f = gi_f of f where i_f is a cofibration and g is a simplicial homotopy equivalence.

Our main objects of study are categories whose objects are themselves functors between fixed categories.

Convention 2.9. From this point onward we make the following assumptions.

• Suppose that C is an essentially small simplicial category.

• Suppose that D is a cofibrantly generated right proper simplicial model category.

• We denote by Fun(C, D) the category whose objects are simplicial functors C → D and whose morphisms are simplicial natural transformations.

Note that simplicial natural transformations are defined analogously to simplicial functors; see [31, §1.2] or [3, 2.10].

The following result tells us that there exists a model structure on the category of simplicial functors Fun(C, D) induced by the model structure on D. Note that we need some further technical assumptions because we consider simplicial functors between simplicial categories, compared to results such as [25, 11.6.1] for ordinary functors. We

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 7

omit some of these assumptions in the following theorem, but refer the reader to [23, 4.32] for the precise statement.

Theorem 2.10. Assuming D satisfies some mild conditions on the set of generating acyclic cofibrations, the category Fun(C, D) has a cofibrantly generated right proper model structure in which a morphism F → G in Fun(C, D) is:

• a weak equivalence if F A → GA is a weak equivalence in D for all objects A of C; • a fibration if F A → GA is a fibration in D for all objects A of C; and • a cofibration if it has the left lifting property with respect to all acyclic fibrations in Fun(C, D).

This model structure on Fun(C, D) is called the projective model structure.

Remark 2.11. We often refer to the weak equivalences in the projective model structure as levelwise weak equivalences, and similarly for the fibrations. Observe that the fibrant objects in this model structure are those functors F : C → D such that F A is fibrant in D for every object A of C.

The following result shows that the projective model structure on Fun(C, D) has the additional property of being a simplicial model category in the sense of Definition 2.5.

Lemma 2.12. [3, 4.2, 4.3, 5.10] When it exists, the projective model structure on Fun(C, D) has the structure of a simplicial model category. The tensor and contensor structures are defined by (F ⊗ K)(A) = F A ⊗ K and (F^K )(A) = F A^K , respectively, for each object A in C.

Given that the category Fun(C, D) is enriched in S, one might wonder whether it is also enriched in Fun(C, S). However, such an enrichment would require Fun(C, S) to be a closed monoidal category, which is not true in general. Nevertheless, we show in Proposition 2.16 and Lemma 2.18 that Fun(C, D) does satisfy generalizations of axioms (SM6) and (SM7) from Definition 2.5, and therefore enjoys many of the properties of a model category enriched over Fun(C, S).

Definition 2.13. For each object C of C, the simplicial functor R^C : C → S represented by C sends each object A of C to the simplicial set Map_C (C, A). Dually, the simplicial functor R_C : C^{op} → S sends each object A of C to Map_C (A, C).

The following definition is critical to many of our arguments in this paper.

Definition 2.14. Let F : C → D and X : C → S be simplicial functors. The evaluated cotensor of the pair (F, X) is the equalizer

F^X := ∫ A F A^{XA} → ∏ A F A^{XA} ⇒ ∏ A,B F B^{(XAMapC (A,B))} in D whose parallel morphisms are described explicitly in [3, §3]. Here, A and B range over objects of C.

Remarks 2.15.

8 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

• As suggested by the notation F^X = ∫ A F A^{XA}, the evaluated cotensor can be thought of as a generalization of an ordinary end. In the special case when D = S, the assignment F^X (A, B) = F B^{XA} defines a simplicial bifunctor C^{op} ×C → S whose end is precisely F^X .

• This construction is originally due to Biedermann and Röndigs [10, 2.5], who use the notation hom(X, F ). We have chosen the name “cotensor” and the notation we use here to emphasize the fact that it behaves much like an ordinary cotensor; see Proposition 2.16.

Recall that a simplical adjunction satisfies the usual condition for an adjunction, but using mapping spaces rather than hom sets. It can be thought of as a special case of a V-adjunction for categories enriched in a general V; see [31, §1.11]. The reference for the following proposition, which is an analogue of axiom (SM6) of Definition 2.5 but for the evaluated cotensor, is stated at that level of generality, so the reader referring to it can simply take V = S.

Proposition 2.16. [3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6] For any simplicial functors X : C → S and F : C → D and object D of D there are simplicial adjunctions

DFun(C, D) X ⊗ − (−)^X ⊥ DFun(C, S)^{op}

Map_D(−, F )

F^{(−)}⊥ Fun(C, S) Fun(C, D) − ⊗ D Map_D(D, −) ⊥

where (X ⊗ D)(C) := XC ⊗ D and Map_D(D, F )(A) := Map_D(D, F A). In particular, there are simplicial natural isomorphisms

Map_{Fun(C,D)}(X ⊗ D, F ) ∼= Map_{Fun(C,S)}(X, Map_D(D, F )) ∼= Map_D(D, F^X ).

The evaluated cotensor also provides an enriched version of the (co)Yoneda lemma, stated below. The proof follows an argument similar to the one outlined in [31, §2.4] for the case where C is a V-category for some closed monoidal category V and D = V.

Lemma 2.17. [3, 3.5, 3.9] Let F : C → D be a simplicial functor. For each object C of C there is a natural isomorphism F C ∼= F^{RC} = ∫ A F A^{RC (A)} = ∫ A F A^{MapC (C,A)}. Dually, we have F C ∼= F^{RC} = ∫_A F A^{RC (A)} = ∫_A F A ⊗ Map_C (C, A). The next lemma establishes that a version of the condition (SM7) in Definition 2.5 holds for the evaluated cotensor. We include a proof because we are not aware that it appears elsewhere in the literature.

Lemma 2.18. Consider Fun(C, D) and Fun(C, S), each equipped with the projective model structure. If X → Y is a cofibration in Fun(C, S) and F → G is a fibration in

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 9

Fun(C, D), then F^Y → F^X ×_GX G^Y is a fibration in D that is a weak equivalence if either X → Y or F → G is.

Proof. Let F → G be a fibration in Fun(C, D). Since we are working in the projective model structure, we know that F A → GA is a fibration in D for any object A of C. If K → L is a cofibration in S, then since D is a simplicial model category, by (SM7) the pullback-corner map for the ordinary cotensor F A^L → F A^K ×_{GA}K GA^L is a fibration in D. Thus, if D → E is an acyclic cofibration in D, there exists a lift in any diagram of the form D E F A^L F A^K ×_{GA}K GA^L. ≃i

Using the natural isomorphism Map_D(E, F A)^L ∼= Map_D(E, F A^L) given by taking M = D in axiom (SM6) of Definition 2.5, we have a commutative diagram K L Map_D(E, F A)

Map_D(D, F A) ×_{MapD (D,GA)} Map_D(E, GA)

in S. Since K → L is assumed to be a cofibration, we can conclude that the map Map_D(E, F A) −→ Map_D(D, F A) ×_{MapD (D,GA)} Map_D(E, GA) is an acyclic fibration in S. Furthermore, A is an arbitrary object of C, so we can conclude that the map

Map_D(E, F ) −→ Map_D(D, F ) ×_{MapD(D,G)} Map_D(E, G)

is an acyclic fibration in the projective model structure on Fun(C, S). It follows that if X → Y is a cofibration in Fun(C, S), then a lift exists in any diagram of the form X Y Map_D(E, F )

Map_D(D, F ) ×_{MapD(D,G)} Map_D(E, G). ≃

Applying axiom (SM6) once more, we equivalently obtain a lift

10 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM D E F^Y F^X ×_GX G^Y . ≃i

Since D → E is an arbitrary acyclic cofibration in D, we have thus shown that the map F^Y → F^X ×_GX G^Y is a fibration in D. The proof that F^Y → F^X ×_GX G^Y is also a weak equivalence if either X → Y or F → G is a weak equivalence is analogous; we assume that i: D → E is a cofibration rather than an acyclic cofibration, and additionally assume that K → L is an acyclic cofibration for the former case. □

Corollary 2.19.

(1) If X → Y is a cofibration in Fun(C, S) and F is a fibrant object in Fun(C, D), then F^Y → F^X is a fibration in D that is a weak equivalence if X → Y is.

(2) If X is a cofibrant object in Fun(C, S) and F → G is a fibration in Fun(C, D), then F^X → G^X is a fibration in D that is a weak equivalence if F → G is.

Remark 2.20. Lemma 2.18 and Corollary 2.19 also hold when the model structure on Fun(C, D) is a localization of the projective model structure with the same cofibrations, and whose fibrations form a subclass of the projective fibrations. In particular, they apply to model structures obtained by applying the localization given in Theorem 4.2, from which we get our main examples in this paper, as well as any left Bousfield localization in the sense of [25].

Finally, we include a result about the interaction between the evaluated cotensor and homotopy (co)limits.

Proposition 2.21. [3, 6.5] Let I be a small category and X an I-diagram in Fun(C, S). Let D be a cofibrantly generated simplicial model category such that the projective model structure on Fun(C, D) exists. Then for any simplicial functor F : C → D, there is a natural isomorphism F^{hocolimi Xi} ∼= holim_i F^{Xi} .

3. Background on functor calculus

In this section, we give a brief review of two different flavors of functor calculus: Goodwillie’s homotopy functor calculus [21] and the discrete functor calculus of Bauer, Johnson, and McCarthy [7]. Each of these functor calculi associates to a functor F a “Taylor” tower of functors under F FP^nF ...P_1F P_0F P_{n+1}F...

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 11

that are analogous to Taylor polynomial approximations to a function; the nth term P_nF is “degree n” in some sense and serves as a universal degree n approximation to F . In this section we review the construction of the nth term in the towers for Goodwillie’s calculus and the discrete calculus, and establish some properties that will be needed in subsequent sections.

We start with some notation that we need for both kinds of functor calculus. For any n ≥ 1, consider the set n = {1, . . . , n}. We think of the power set P(n) as a poset whose elements are subsets of n and with ordering given by set inclusion. We can thus regard P(n) as a category. For example, when n = 3, we can depict P(3) as the cube

∅ {1} {2}{1, 2} {3}{1, 3} {2, 3}{1, 2, 3}.

Let P_0(n) be the full subcategory of P(n) whose objects are the nonempty subsets, and use P_{≤1}(n) to denote the full subcategory of P(n) consisting of subsets of n with cardinality less than or equal to 1. For example, P_0(3) and P_{≤1}(3) are illustrated by the following diagrams:

{1} {2}{1, 2} {3}{1, 3} {2, 3}{1, 2, 3} ∅ {1}. {2} {3}

For future reference, we set up the following terminology.

Definition 3.1. An n-cubical diagram in C is a functor X : P(n) → C.

For example, a 2-cubical diagram X in C is a commutative diagram X_∅X_1X^2X^{12}

in the category C. We sometimes refer to n-cubical diagrams simply as “n-cubes”.

3.1. Goodwillie calculus. We now describe the first version of functor calculus that we consider, namely, the calculus of homotopy functors as defined by Goodwillie. The

12 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

calculus of homotopy functors grew out of work on pseudoisotopy theory and Waldhausen’s algebraic K-theory of spaces, and has led to important results in K-theory and homotopy theory; see, for example, [1], [2], [15], [33], and [36]. The Taylor tower for this calculus is constructed in [21], which serves as the reference for the definitions in this subsection.

We note that instead of restricting our source and target categories to spaces and spectra as Goodwillie did, we work in the more general setting of simplicial model categories, an approach that Kuhn developed in [32]. We also note that, in comparison to the approaches of Goodwillie and Kuhn, we impose more structure on our category of functors. In particular, we define Fun(C, D) as the simplicial model category for which the objects of the underlying category are simplicial functors (see Theorem 2.10 and Lemma 2.12), and use the simplicial model structure to define an n-excisive model structure for Fun(C, D) in Section 6. For the moment, we ignore these differences, and describe the construction of the Taylor tower as developed by Goodwillie and Kuhn. At the end of this section, we describe the adjustments that need to be made for our purposes.

Convention 3.2. In addition to the assumptions on C and D from Convention 2.9, we assume in this subsection that C is a simplicial subcategory of a simplicial model category that is closed under finite homotopy colimits and has a terminal object ∗_C .

For an object A in C and a subset U of n, the fiberwise join A ∗ U is the homotopy colimit in C of the P_{≤1}(U)-diagram that assigns to ∅ the object A and assigns to each one-element set {i} the terminal object ∗_C . If U is a one-element set, then A ∗ U is the simplicial cone on A, and in general, A ∗ U consists of |U| copies of the simplicial cone on A glued along A. For a fixed object A in C, A ∗ − defines a functor from P(n) to C. This functor plays a key role in the definition of the functors P_nF : C → D appearing in Goodwillie’s Taylor tower, as we now describe.

Definition 3.3. For any functor F : C → D, define the functors T_nF and P_nF by

T_nF (A) = holim

U∈P_0(n+1) F (A ∗ U) and P_nF (A) = hocolim_k T^k_n F (A),

where the homotopy colimit is over a sequential diagram obtained by repeatedly applying the transformation F^{tnF}−−→ T_nF induced by the canonical map A = A ∗ ∅ → A ∗ U for each U. These maps also yield a natural transformation p_nF : F → P_nF .

Remark 3.4. The functor P_nF is the n-excisive approximation of F . More precisely, it is an n-excisive functor, that is, it takes strongly homotopy cocartesian (n + 1)-cubical diagrams in C to homotopy cartesian (n + 1)-cubes in D, and the induced natural transformation p_nF : F → P_nF is appropriately universal with respect to this property [21, 1.8].

3.2. Discrete functor calculus. Abelian functor calculus is a functor calculus developed for algebraic settings that builds Taylor towers using certain classical constructions, such as the stable derived functors defined by Dold and Puppe [14] and stable

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 13

homology of modules over a ring R with coefficients in a ring S as defined by Eilenberg and Mac Lane [18], [19], as the first terms in its Taylor towers. It has been used to study rational algebraic K-theory, Hochschild homology, and other algebraic constructions, and to make connections between functor calculus and the tangent and cartesian differential categories of Blute, Cockett, Cruttwell, and Seely [8], [28], [29], [30]. Discrete functor calculus arose as an adaptation of abelian functor calculus for functors of simplicial model categories. In general, the nth term in the discrete Taylor tower satisfies a weaker degree n condition than the corresponding term in the Goodwillie calculus, but the towers agree for functors that commute with realization [7, 4.11, 5.4].

For this kind of functor calculus, we need the notion of a stable model category. First, we recall that a model category is pointed if it has a zero object, that is, if the initial and terminal objects coincide.

Definition 3.5. A model category D is stable if it is pointed and its homotopy category is triangulated.

We do not go into the details of triangulated categories here, but refer the reader to [27, Ch. 7] for an overview aimed at understanding stable model categories. For our purposes, the most important feature of stable model categories is that homotopy pullback squares are the same as homotopy pushout squares.

The stability condition is used to guarantee the nth term in the discrete calculus tower for a functor is really a degree n functor. As we explain in more detail below, the nth term in the discrete calculus tower is defined using a comonad that measures the failure of a functor to be degree n. The proof that this term is degree n is straightforward once one establishes that certain homotopy limits and colimts commute, a fact that follows from the agreement of homotopy pushout and pullback diagrams in stable model categories; see [7, 4.5, 4.6, 5.4].

Convention 3.6. In addition to the assumptions on C and D from Convention 2.9, we assume in this subsection that C has finite coproducts and a terminal object ∗_C , and that D is a stable model category in the sense of Definition 3.5. In particular, D has a zero object that we denote by ⋆_D.

As we did in the previous subsection, we ignore enrichments for the moment, and describe the construction of degree n approximations in the discrete calculus as it was done in [7]. In the next subsection, we explain what is needed to ensure that the terms in the discrete Taylor tower are simplicial functors. In this version of calculus, the degree n approximations are constructed using the iterated homotopy fibers of particular cubical diagrams associated to a functor, which we define next.

Before proceeding, it is worth noting that defining the nth term in the discrete Taylor tower takes more effort than is needed for the corresponding term in the Goodwillie tower, but the payoff comes in the form of a more intuitive proof that the resulting terms are in fact degree n functors. This proof uses a standard extra degeneracy argument for simplicial objects [7, 5.4, 5.5], whereas Goodwillie describes his proof that P_nF is n-excisive as “a little opaque” [21, 1.10].

14 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Definition 3.7. Let X : P(2) → D be a 2-cubical diagram. Its iterated homotopy fiber is

ifiber(X ) := hofiber hofiber X_∅ fflffl X_2

→ hofiber

X_1 fflffl X_{12} .

In other words, we take the homotopy fibers of the two vertical maps, which produces the horizontal map between those homotopy fibers; the iterated fiber is just the homotopy fiber of this induced map. The iterated fiber of an n-cubical diagram X : P(n) → D can be defined analogously. More details can be found in [7, 3.1] and [37, §3.4, §5.5].

For an object A in C and a functor F : C → D, let F^n(A, −) be the P(n)-diagram that assigns to U ⊆ n the object

F^n(A, U) := F ( ∐ i∈n A_i(U) ) ,

where

(3.8) A_i(U) := { A i /∈ U, ∗_C i ∈ U. Furthermore, given a functor F : C → D, we define the functor F^{P0(2)}_n : C×P_0(2)^{×n} → D by F^{P0(2)} n (A; (S_1, . . . , S_n)) := { F^n(A, φ(S_1, . . . , S_n)) S_i ≠ {2} for all i, ⋆_D otherwise,

where (3.9) φ(S_1, . . . , S_n) = {i | S_i = {1, 2}}. Example 3.10. The poset category P_0(2) × P_0(2) can be depicted as ( {1}, {1} ) ( {1, 2}, {1} ) ( {2}, {1} ) ( {1}, {1, 2} ) ( {1, 2}, {1, 2} ) ( {2}, {1, 2} ) ( {1}, {2} ) ( {1, 2}, {2} ) ( {2}, {2} ) .

Then F^{P0(2)}_2 (A, −) is given by the diagram

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 15 F (A ∐ A) F (∗_C ∐ A) ⋆_D F (A ∐ ∗_C ) F (∗_C ∐ ∗_C ) ⋆_D ⋆_D⋆_D⋆_D.

Definition 3.11. For any functor F : C → D and any object A of C, define

⊥_nF (A) := holim (S_1,...,S_n) F^{P0(2)} n (A; (S_1, . . . , S_n)) , where the homotopy limit is taken over the category P_0(2)^{×n}.

Observe that ⊥_2F (A) is the iterated homotopy fiber of the diagram F (A ∐ A) F (∗_C ∐ A) F (A ∐ ∗_C ) F (∗_C ∐ ∗_C ).

More generally, ⊥_nF (A) is equivalent to the iterated homotopy fiber of the P(n)- diagram that assigns to the set U ⊆ n the object F^n(A, U); see [7, §3.1] for details.

Definition 3.12. A functor F : C → D is degree n provided that for any (n + 1)-tuple of objects X = (X_1, . . . , X_{n+1}) in C, the iterated homotopy fiber of the diagram n + 1 ⊇ U F (∐ i∈n+1 Xi(U) )

where

X_i(U) = { X_i i /∈ U, ∗_C i ∈ U, is weakly equivalent to the terminal object in D. This iterated homotopy fiber is called the (n + 1)st cross effect of F at X and is denoted by cr_{n+1}F (X). Note that when X = (X, . . . , X) for an object X in C, cr_{n+1}F (X) = ⊥_{n+1}F (X).

To get our degree n approximation, observe that ⊥_n can be given the additional structure of a comonad. Recall that a comonad (⊥, Δ, ε) acting on a category A consists of an endofunctor ⊥: A → A together with natural transformations Δ: ⊥ → ⊥⊥ and ε: ⊥ → id_A satisfying certain identities. For an object A in A, there is an associated simplicial object ⊥^∗A given by [k]⊥^{k+1}A whose face and degeneracy maps are defined using the natural transformations ε and Δ. See [49, §8.6] for more details, noting that the author uses the term “cotriple” for what we are calling a “comonad” here.

16 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

The indexing category P_0(2)^{×n} used for the homotopy limit that defines the functor ⊥_n induces both a comultiplication Δ_n and a counit ε_n. Together with the natural transformations Δ_n and ε_n, ⊥_n defines a comonad. Proving that ⊥_n is a comonad requires proving that certain diagrams are strictly commutative. Since ⊥_n is defined using a homotopy limit and different models for homotopy limits may only agree up to weak equivalence, one needs to fix a choice of model for homotopy limits. For the proof that ⊥_n is a comonad in [7, §3], one also needs to ensure that this model satisfies certain standard properties, which are listed in Appendix A of [7], up to isomorphism, rather than weak equivalence. As shown in [7, App. A], the standard model for homotopy limits in [25, 18.1.8] satisfies these conditions.

Once one has established the existence of a comonad structure for ⊥_n with this choice of model for the homotopy limit, and shown that the functors Γ_nF in Definition 3.13 are in fact degree n, one can use a different model for homotopy colimit to construct Γ_nF , provided it is weakly equivalent to the original. Thus we can make the following definition.

Definition 3.13. For a functor F : C → D, the degree n approximation of F at an object A is given by

Γ_nF (A) := hocofiber ( | ⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1} F (A)| → F (A) ) , where ⊥_{n+1} F (A) is as in Definition 3.11, and |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F (A)| is the homotopy colimit over Δ^{op} of the standard simplicial object associated to the comonad ⊥_{n+1} acting on F . Remark 3.14. The functor Γ_nF is degree n in the sense of Definition 3.12. We note that this condition is weaker than the one for n-excisive functors, satisfied by the nth term in Goodwillie’s Taylor tower. However, as noted earlier, it is easier to establish that the terms in the tower are degree n. As is the case with the Goodwillie tower, one can show that there is a natural transformation F → Γ_nF that is universal (up to homotopy) among degree n functors with natural transformations from F [7, §5].

3.3. Polynomial approximations for simplicial functors. To establish the existence of the n-excisive and degree n model structures in Sections 6 and 7, we need to know that P_nF and Γ_nF are simplicial functors when F is, that is, that P_nF and Γ_nF are objects in Fun(C, D) as we have defined it. We also need to know that P_n and Γ_n preserve weak equivalences in Fun(C, D). These conditions require knowing that the models we use for the homotopy limit and homotopy colimit in D preserve weak equivalences and are suitably simplicial.

Here, we use the models for homotopy limits and homotopy colimits for simplicial model categories as described in [25, 18.1.2, 18.1.8].

Remark 3.15. As noted in the introduction to [25, Ch. 18], these models do not preserve levelwise weak equivalences of diagrams unless the diagrams are levelwise fibrant in the case of homotopy limits and levelwise cofibrant in the case of homotopy colimits. Hence, to guarantee that our homotopy limits and colimits preserve levelwise weak equivalences, we use simplicial fibrant and cofibrant replacement functors. Such replacements exist for any cofibrantly generated simplicial model category by [43, 24.2], and a proof for cofibrant replacements is outlined there. We provide an outline of

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 17

the proof for fibrant replacements in Theorem 5.3. Using these results, it is safe to assume that there are models for homotopy limits and homotopy colimits in D that are simplicial and preserve levelwise weak equivalences of diagrams.

Our first result is the following.

Proposition 3.16. For a simplicial functor F in Fun(C, D), the functor P_nF is also a simplicial functor.

Proof. As defined, the functor P_nF is a composite of fiberwise joins, the original functor F , homotopy limits, and a sequential homotopy colimit. Each of these components is simplicial. In the case of the fiberwise joins, we can use [3, 7.15]. The other cases are consequences of the assumptions we have made. □

A similar argument gives us the next result.

Proposition 3.17. For a simplicial functor F in Fun(C, D), the functor Γ_nF is also a simplicial functor.

We conclude this section by noting that using models for homotopy (co)limits that involve precomposition with (co)fibrant replacement functors affect the natural transformations from F to P_nF and Γ_nF ; for example, we may only have natural transformations from the cofibrant replacement of F to P_nF and Γ_nF . We describe how to circumvent such issues in Sections 6 and 7.

4. Bousfield’s Q-Theorem

In this section, we recall the approach to localization that we use in this paper, due to Bousfield and Friendlander. Because the basic input is a model category equipped with an endofunctor Q, and we use Bousfield’s later variant, we refer to this result simply as “Bousfield’s Q-Theorem”. As is typical for a localization, we would like to produce a new model structure with more weak equivalences; we begin by defining the weak equivalences that we obtain from the endofunctor Q.

Definition 4.1. Let M be a model category, together with an endofunctor Q: M → M. A morphism f in M is a Q-equivalence if it is a weak equivalence after applying the functor Q; that is, if Q(f) is a weak equivalence in M.

We now state Bousfield’s Q-Theorem.

Theorem 4.2. [11, 9.3, 9.5, 9.7] Let M be a right proper model category together with an endofunctor Q: M → M and a natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying the following axioms:

(A1) the endofunctor Q preserves weak equivalences in M;

(A2) the maps η_{QX} , Q(η_X ): QX → Q^2X are both weak equivalences in M; and (A3) given a pullback square

18 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM VXWYf gh

if X and Y are fibrant, h: X → Y is a fibration, η_X : X → QX and η_Y : Y → QY are weak equivalences, and g : W → Y is a Q-equivalence, then f : V → X is a Q-equivalence.

Then there exists a right proper model structure, denoted by M_Q, on the same underlying category as M with weak equivalences the Q-equivalences and the same cofibrations as M. Furthermore, if M has the structure of a simplicial model category, then so does M_Q.

The next two results provide modifications of the hypotheses of this theorem. The first shows that it suffices to check axiom (A2) on fibrant objects.

Corollary 4.3. Let M be a right proper model category together with an endofunctor Q: M → M and natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying axiom (A1). If (A2) holds for all fibrant objects in M, then (A2) holds for all objects in M.

Proof. Let X be an object in M and let β : X^≃−→ X^′ be a fibrant replacement. By (A1), we know that Qβ : QX → QX^′ and Q^2β : Q^2X → Q^2X^′ are weak equivalences. Consider the diagram below, which commutes by the naturality of η: XX^′ QXQX^′. βη^X Qβη_{X′}

Applying Q to this diagram produces another commutative square QXQX^′ Q^2XQ^2X^′. Qβ Qη_XQ^2βQη_X′

Since X^′ is fibrant, the right vertical arrow is a weak equivalence by our assumption that (A2) holds for fibrant objects. As the horizontal arrows are also weak equivalences, we see that Qη_X is also a weak equivalence.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 19

The fact that η_{QX} is a weak equivalence comes from replacing the vertical maps in the diagram above with η_{QX} and η_{QX}′ , respectively, and applying an analogous argument.

Hence (A2) holds for all objects X in M. □

The second corollary gives us a way to show that axiom (A3) is satisfied.

Corollary 4.4. Let M be a right proper model category together with an endofunctor Q: M → M and natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying axioms (A1) and (A2) above. If (A3’) Q preserves homotopy pullback squares, then axiom (A3) holds, and in particular the model structure M_Q exists and is right proper.

Proof. We note that if Q preserves fibrations, this statement is a direct consequence of the right properness condition. To see why it holds more generally, assume that Q preserves homotopy pullback squares and that we have a commutative square as in Theorem 4.2 satisfying the hypotheses of (A3). Since one of those hypotheses is that h: X → Y is a fibration, and M is right proper, such a square is necessarily a homotopy pullback square by Proposition 2.2. By (A3’), the diagram QVQX QWQY Qf QgQh

is a homotopy pullback square. Again by the hypotheses of (A3), Qg is a weak equivalence, and hence Qf is a weak equivalence by Proposition 2.4, establishing (A3). □

For ease of reference, we make the following definition.

Definition 4.5. A Bousfield endofunctor Q: M → M is an endofunctor together with a natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying axioms (A1) and (A2) from Theorem 4.2 and axiom (A3’) from Corollary 4.4.

Remark 4.6. We emphasize the feature that the cofibrations of M_Q are exactly the same as those of the original model category M. On the other hand, there are fewer fibrations in the localized structure, and in particular, any fibration of M_Q is a fibration in M.

We refer to the fibrations in M_Q, which are completely determined by the cofibrations and weak equivalences as described in Theorem 4.2, as Q-fibrations. We include the following useful characterization that was part of Bousfield’s original statement of Theorem 4.2. Some of the results we prove here can be found in [20, X.4] under the further assumption of left properness.

Corollary 4.7. [11, 9.3] A map f : X → Y in M is a Q-fibration if and only if it is a fibration in M and the induced diagram

20 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM XQX YQY η_Xf η_YQf

is a homotopy pullback square in M.

We refer to this latter condition as the Q-fibration condition, for ease of referring to it in later sections.

Proposition 4.8. Let M be a right proper model category together with an endofunctor Q: M → M and natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q satisfying axioms (A1), (A2), and (A3). Assume that η_∗ : ∗ → Q(∗) is a weak equivalence where ∗ is the terminal object in M. Then an object X of M is Q-fibrant if and only if it is fibrant in M and the map η_X : X → QX is a weak equivalence in M.

Proof. Consider the diagram XQX ∗Q(∗) η_X!

η_∗Q(!)

where the lower horizontal map is a weak equivalence by assumption. If X is Q-fibrant, then X is fibrant in M and the diagram is a homotopy pullback by Corollary 4.7. Since M is right proper and η_∗ is a weak equivalence, η_X must be a weak equivalence as well by Proposition 2.4(1).

Conversely, if η_X is a weak equivalence, then the square is a homotopy pullback square by Proposition 2.4(2), and if we further assume that X is fibrant in M, then X is Q-fibrant by Corollary 4.7. □

5. The homotopy functor model structure

In this section, we apply Theorem 4.2 to obtain a model structure on Fun(C, D) in which the fibrant objects are homotopy functors, or functors that preserve weak equivalences. This model structure was established in [10], but we treat it in some detail so that we can refer to the techniques in more generality. While it is a first step in developing a model structure for n-excisive functors, this example is also key because it requires us to look closely at many of the ingredients used.

We begin by identifying the necessary assumptions on the categories C and D for such a model structure to exist, and one of those conditions requires the existence of a well-behaved simplicial fibrant replacement functor. While fibrant replacements exist in any model category, and they can be taken to be functorial in nice cases such as cofibrantly generated model structures, it is important for our purposes that they also

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 21

preserve the simplicial structure. So, our first goal is to describe such a functor, for which we recall the following definition. Although we assume we are working in a model category, since that is the context in which we use it, this definition can be applied to any cocomplete category.

Definition 5.1. Let M be a model category. A set J of maps in M permits the small object argument if there exists a cardinal κ such that for every regular cardinal λ ⩾ κ and every λ-sequence A_0A_1A_2. . .A_β. . .(β < λ) in B such that each A_β → A_{β+1} is a transfinite composition of pushouts of maps in J, the map

colim_{β<λ} Hom_M(U, A_β )

Hom_M ( U, colim_{β<λ} A_β )

is an isomorphism whenever U is the domain of some map in J.

Remark 5.2. Note that if J permits the small object argument and U is in the domain of some map in J, then any map U → colim_{β<λ} A_β factors through some A_α.

The following result is due to Shulman [43, 24.2], but since this case is not proved in full detail in that paper, and we need to use some of the techniques elsewhere, we give a brief outline of the proof here.

Theorem 5.3. There exists a simplicial fibrant replacement functor on any cofibrantly generated simplicial model category.

Proof. Let M be a cofibrantly generated simplical model category, and let J denote a set of generating acyclic cofibrations. For any object A of M, define A_0 = A and, for each β, define A_{β+1} via the pushout

(5.4)

∐ U−→V Map_M(U, A_β ) ⊗ U A_β ∐ U−→V Map_M(U, A_β ) ⊗ V A_{β+1} ι^A_βφA_β

where the coproducts are taken over the set of generating acyclic cofibrations. We define the fibrant replacement of A to be the transfinite sequential colimit FA := colim_β A_β . By setting K = ∅ and L = Map_M(U, A_β ) in Remark 2.6, we see that each Map_M(U, A_β ) ⊗ U → Map_M(U, A_β ) ⊗ V is an acyclic cofibration. Then, using the fact that acyclic cofibrations are closed under small coproducts and are stable under pushouts, we see that each φ^A_β : A_β → A_{β+1} is an acyclic cofibration. It follows that the composite φ_A : A = A_0 → colim_β A_β = FA is also an acyclic cofibration; see [25, 10.3.4].

It is a now a straightforward exercise to show that the unique map FA → ∗_M is a fibration, that F is a simplicial functor, and that this factorization is functorial. □

22 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Remark 5.5. Observe that for any cofibrantly generated simplicial model category M, the functorial fibrant replacement functor satisfies the following properties.

(i) If A is cofibrant, then FA is cofibrant, following from the fact that A → FA is an acyclic cofibration.

(ii) If A → B is a weak equivalence, then FA → FB is a weak equivalence by the two-out-of-three property.

(iii) It follows from (i) and (ii) that if A → B is a weak equivalence between cofibrant objects, then FA → FB is a weak equivalence between objects that are both fibrant and cofibrant, and is therefore a simplicial homotopy equivalence.

(iv) Since fibrant replacements are sequential colimits they commute with all colimits in M, i.e., F(colim_i A_i) ∼= colim_i FA_i .

The remaining piece that we need before stating our assumptions is the following definition.

Definition 5.6. An object C in a simplicial category C is simplicially finitely presentable if the representable functor R^C = Map(C, −): C → S preserves filtered colimits, so Map_C (C, colim_i A_i) ∼= colim_i Map_C (C, A_i).

Convention 5.7. In this subsection, we make the following assumptions in addition to those listed in Convention 2.9.

(1) Suppose that C is a full simplicial subcategory of a cofibrantly generated simplicial model category B, and that the objects of C are all cofibrant and simplicially finitely presentable.

(2) For every object C of C, the fibrant replacement FC is a sequential colimit of objects C_β in C.

(3) Weak equivalences, fibrations, and homotopy pullbacks are preserved under sequential colimits in D.

Remark 5.8. Although this list may seem lengthy, we claim that these conditions are satisfied by many familiar model categories. For instance, condition (1) can be satisfied by taking C to be the full subcategory of B consisting of the cofibrant simplicially finitely presentable objects.

If we only asked for the objects C_β to be in B, then condition (2) is satisfied for any cofibrantly generated model category B, given our construction of fibrant replacements via the small object argument. The issue is whether these objects are in the subcategory C, not in the larger model category B. It does hold in many examples of interest, for example taking B to be the usual model structure on topological spaces or simplicial sets and C the subcategory of finite spaces or finite simplicial sets, respectively.

Similarly, condition (3) holds in many nice cases, such as the categories of topological spaces and simplicial sets. For conditions under which sequential colimits preserve weak equivalences and fibrations, see [27, §7.4]; for a discussion of filtered colimits commuting with homotopy pullbacks, see [26].

The assumptions on D have the following consequence.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 23

Lemma 5.9. Sequential colimits are weakly equivalent to sequential homotopy colimits in D.

Proof. Let colim D_i be a sequential colimit in D and let D^′_0 be a cofibrant replacement of D_0. We can factor the resulting map D^′_0 → D_1 as a cofibration D^′_0 → D^′_1 followed by an acyclic fibration D^′_1 → D_1. We can then repeat the process with the map D^′_1 → D_2, and so on, giving a commutative diagram

D^′_0D^′_1D^′_2. . .colim D^′_i

D_0D_1D_2. . .colim D_i ≃ ≃≃

where the map colim D^′_i → colim D_i is induced by the universal property of colimits and, by Convention 5.7(3), is a weak equivalence. Since the upper horizontal arrows in the diagram are all cofibrations between cofibrant objects, we have hocolim D_i = colim D^′_i, proving the result. □

Before proceeding to the homotopy functor model structure, we need to state one more consequence of our conventions. Recall that the simplicial left Kan extension of F : C → D along a simplicial functor p: C → C^′ is another simplicial functor p_!(F ): C^′ → D together with a simplicial natural transformation C DC^′Fp p^!(F ) ⇓ η

that is appropriately universal with respect to this property. The functor p_!(F ) is given by the coend

p_!(F )(B) = ∫_A Map_C′ (p(A), B) ⊗ F A in D [31, 2.4].

Remark 5.10. Observe that for the inclusion functor i: C → B, it follows from Lemma 2.17 that

i_!(F )(C) = ∫_A Map_B (i(A), C) ⊗ F A = ∫_A Map_C (A, C) ⊗ F A ∼= F C for any object C of C, so i_!(F ) ∘ i = F , and η is the identity transformation.

Proposition 5.11. For any simplicial functor F : C → D, the simplicial left Kan extension i_!(F ) of F along the inclusion i: C → B preserves filtered colimits.

24 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Proof. Let colim_k B_k be a filtered colimit in B. Then

i_!(F ) ( colim_k B_k ) = ∫_A Map_B ( A, colim_k B_k ) ⊗ F A ∼= ∫_A colim_k (Map_B(A, B_k)) ⊗ F A

∼= colim_k ∫_A Map_B(A, B_k) ⊗ F A

= colim_k i_!(F )(B_k),

where the first isomorphism holds by Convention 5.7(1), and the second isomorphism holds since both tensoring and coends commute with colimits; the former is a left adjoint and the latter is itself a colimit. □

We now have the ingredients to define a means for replacing any functor F : C → D by a homotopy functor. This definition was first given in [10, 4.10]. Definition 5.12. Let F : C → D be a simplicial functor. We define the simplicial functor F^{hf} : C → D as the composite C BBD, i Fi_!(F )

where i: C → B is the inclusion and i_!(F ) is the simplicial left Kan extension. Remark 5.13. Observe that since i_!(F ) ∘ i = F , there exists a canonical natural transformation θ_F : F ⇒ F^{hf} induced by the transformation φ: id_B ⇒ F defined in the proof of Theorem 5.3.

Let us first verify that that this construction does in fact produce a homotopy functor, as suggested by the notation.

Proposition 5.14. If F : C → D is a simplicial functor, then F^{hf} : C → D is a simplicial homotopy functor.

Proof. We need to show that F^{hf} preserves weak equivalences. Consider a weak equivalence f : A → B in C. Then, by Remark 5.5(iii) and our assumption that all objects are cofibrant, F(f): F(A) → F(B) is a simplicial homotopy equivalence. Since simplicial homotopy equivalences are preserved by any simplicial functor, i_!(F ) (F(f)) = F^{hf} (f) is a simplicial homotopy equivalence, and therefore a weak equivalence. □

In light of Proposition 4.8, the following fact is useful.

Lemma 5.15. The endofunctor (−)^{hf} : Fun(C, D) → Fun(C, D) preserves the terminal object.

Proof. Consider an object C of C. By Convention 5.7(2) we can express FC as a sequential colimit of objects C_β in C. Then

F^{hf} (C) = (i_!(F ) ∘ F) (C) = i_!(F )(colim_β C_β) ∼= colim_β i_!(F ) (C_β),

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 25

where the isomorphism holds by Proposition 5.11. Now since each C_β is an object of C, we have colim_β i_!(F )(C_β ) = colim_β F C_β

by Remark 5.10. Therefore, if F C_β is the terminal object for all β, then F^{hf} (C) is also terminal. □

We now state the main result of this section. It was originally proved in [10, 4.14], but we include a proof here for completeness and to provide some additional detail.

Theorem 5.16. Under the assumptions of Convention 5.7 the category Fun(C, D) has a simplicial right proper model structure, denoted by Fun(C, D)_{hf} , in which F → G is a weak equivalence if F^{hf} → G^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence, and the cofibrations are precisely the projective cofibrations.

Proof. We want to show that the natural transformation θ_F : F ⇒ F^{hf} satisfies the axioms of Theorem 4.2.

For axiom (A1), we must show that α^{hf} : F^{hf} → G^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence whenever α: F → G is. Consider an object C of C. By Convention 5.7(2) we can express FC as a sequential colimit of objects C_β in C. Then

F^{hf} (C) ∼= colim_β F C_β

as in the proof of Lemma 5.15. Thus the map α^{hf}_C : F^{hf} (C) → G^{hf} (C) is induced by the natural maps F C_β → GC_β , which are all weak equivalences by assumption. It follows from Convention 5.7(3) that α^{hf}_C is also a weak equivalence.

For axiom (A2), we must check that both θ_F hf and (θ_F )^{hf} : F^{hf} → (F^{hf} )^{hf} are levelwise weak equivalences. Note that for any object C of C, we have

(F^{hf} )^{hf} (C) = i_!(F^{hf} ) ∘ F ∘ i(C) = i_!(F^{hf} )(colim_β C_β) ∼= colim_β ( i_!(F^{hf} )(C_β ) ) ∼= colim_β F^{hf} (C_β)

= colim_β (i_!(F ) ∘ F ∘ i) (C_β) ∼= (i_!(F ) ∘ F) (colim_β C_β)

= (i_!(F ) ∘ F ∘ F ∘ i) (C).

It is now relatively straightforward to show that the transformation θ_F hf is given by the composite i_!(F ) ∗ F ∗ φ ∗ i, which is illustrated by the diagram

C B BBD i idF F i_!(F ) ⇓ φ

where φ is as in Remark 5.13, and (θ_F )^{hf} is given by the composite i_!(F ) ∗ φ ∗ F ∗ i:

26 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

C BB BD. i idFF i_!(F ) ⇓ φ

Proving axiom (A2) therefore amounts to checking, for each object C in C, that both φ_{FC} : FC → F^2 C and F(φ_C ): FC → F^2 C are taken to weak equivalences by i_!(F ). Both φ_{FC} and F(φ_C ) are weak equivalences between objects that are both fibrant and cofibrant by Remark 5.5(ii) and (iii), and are therefore simplicial homotopy equivalences. Since i_!(F ) is a simplicial functor, it preserves simplicial homotopy equivalences, and since every simplicial homotopy equivalence is a weak equivalence, axiom (A2) holds.

Finally, consider a homotopy pullback diagram FGHK

in Fun(C, D). Applying the definition of (−)^{hf} and evaluating the diagram at an object C in C we get

colim_β F C_β colim β GC_β colim_β HC_β colim_β KC_β,

which by Convention 5.7(3) is also a homotopy pullback square, so by Corollary 4.4, axiom (A3) is satisfied. □

We conclude this section with a few consequences of this result. They are all expected properties for localized model structures, and whose analogues are known for left Bousfield localizations, but which do not appear to be known in generality for Bousfield-Friedlander localization.

Proposition 5.17. [10, 4.15] Let α: F → G be a fibration in Fun(C, D). Then α is a fibration in Fun(C, D)_{hf} if and only if for each weak equivalence A → B in C the diagram F AF B GAGB

is a homotopy pullback square.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 27

Proof. The forward direction of this statement can be proven just as in [10, 4.15]. However, our proof of the converse differs slightly due to the fact that we are working with sequential colimits specifically rather than the more general notion of filtered colimits. Thus, for the sake of completeness, we include our proof of the backwards direction here.

Assume that α: F → G is a levelwise fibration and that for any weak equivalence A → B in C the corresponding naturality square is a homotopy pullback. For any object A of C, by Convention 5.7(2) we can express the fibrant replacement F(A) as a sequential colimit

A = A_0

A_1A_2...colim_β(A_β )

of weak equivalences where each A_i is an object of C. Applying α: F → G yields a commutative diagram

F A_0F A_1F A_2. . .colim_β F (A_β ) = F^{hf} (A)

GA_0GA_1GA_2. . .colim_β G(A_β ) = G^{hf} (A),

where each F AF A_β GAGA_β

is a homotopy pullback square. It then follows from Convention 5.7(3) that

F AF^{hf} A GAG^{hf} A

is also a homotopy pullback square, so by Corollary 4.7, α is an hf-fibration. □

Corollary 5.18. A functor F : C → D is fibrant in Fun(C, D)_{hf} if and only if it is a levelwise fibrant homotopy functor.

Proof. If F is levelwise fibrant, then by Proposition 5.17 it is fibrant in Fun(C, D)_{hf} if and only if

28 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM F AF B ∗_D∗_D

is a homotopy pullback square for every weak equivalence A → B in C. By Proposition 2.4 all such squares are homotopy pullbacks when F is a homotopy functor. Conversely, if F is hf-fibrant, then it is levelwise fibrant by Corollary 4.7, and, by Proposition 5.17, all such squares are homotopy pullbacks. It then follows from the fact that D is right proper that F A → F B is a weak equivalence and F is a homotopy functor. □

The next result is useful for establishing that our model for an n-excisive approximation to a functor agrees with that of Goodwillie for all homotopy functors, which we prove in Section 6. In particular, we prove that this result holds for homotopy functors that need not be levelwise fibrant.

Proposition 5.19. If F is a homotopy functor, then θ_F : F ⇒ F^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence.

Proof. For any object C of C, we have F^{hf} (C) = colim_β F C_β by Convention 5.7(2), Remark 5.10, and Proposition 5.11. We can then write the map θ_{F C} as

F C = colim_β F C −→ colim_β F C_β,

so in particular, θ_{F C} is the sequential colimit of the morphisms F (φ^C_{β−1} · . . . · φ^C_1 · φ^C_0 ): F C → F C_β. From the proof of Theorem 5.3, we know that each φ^C_i is a weak equivalence. Since F is a homotopy functor, it follows from Convention 5.7(3) that θ_{F C} is a weak equivalence. □

6. The n-excisive model structure

In this section, we establish the existence of a model structure on the category Fun(C, D) whose fibrant objects are the n-excisive functors for a given n. To ensure that the endofunctor ^P_n we use to obtain this model structure satisfies axiom (A1) of Theorem 4.2, we make use of the functor (−)^{hf} of Definition 5.12. So, in addition to the assumptions that we made about the category D for the hf-model structure, we need to add another mild hypothesis to ensure that the endofunctor ^P_n interacts nicely with the hf-model structure. Thus, we begin this section by making the following definition and then establishing some results for the hf-model structure that we need.

Definition 6.1. An object U of a category D is finite relative to a subcategory A if, for all limit ordinals λ and λ-sequences A_0A_1A_2. . .A_β. . .(β < λ) in D such that each A_β → A_{β+1} is in A, the map colim_β Hom_D(U, A_β ) Hom_D (U, colim_β A_β)

is an isomorphism.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 29

For this section, we assume the following.

Convention 6.2. The set J of generating cofibrations of D can be chosen such that the codomain of each map is finite relative to J, in addition to Conventions 3.2 and 5.7.

Remark 6.3. Note that since D is cofibrantly generated by assumption, the set J of generating cofibrations can always be chosen such that the domain of each map is finite relative to J. The extra condition on the codomain is satisfied, for example, by any finitely generated model category, as described in [27].

Our assumptions on D guarantee the following result. The proof is the same as the one for finitely generated model categories, see [27, 7.4.1].

Lemma 6.4. Suppose that D satisfies the conditions of Convention 6.2, λ is an ordinal, X, Y : λ → D are λ-sequences of acyclic cofibrations, and p: X → Y is a natural transformation such that p_β : X_β → Y_β is a fibration for all β < λ. Then colim p_β : colim X_β → colim Y_β is a fibration that is a weak equivalence if each p_β is.

Now we establish the compatibility with the functor (−)^{hf} that we need.

Proposition 6.5. The endofunctor (−)^{hf} on Fun(C, D) preserves levelwise fibrations.

Proof. Let α: F → G be a levelwise fibration. Since F^{hf} (C) = colim_β F C_β for any object C in C, the component α^{hf}_C : F^{hf} (C) → G^{hf} (C) at C is induced by the morphisms α_{Cβ} : F C_β → GC_β for all β. Since each of these maps α_{Cβ} is a fibration in D by assumption, and the maps in the colimit sequence defining colim_β F C_β are all acyclic cofibrations as explained in the proof of Theorem 5.3. □

We can now turn our attention to n-excisive approximations of functors. Recall from Definition 3.3 that for any functor F : C → D and object A in C, Goodwillie defined the functors T_nF and P_nF by

T_nF (A) = holim

U∈P_0(n+1) F (A ∗ U) and P_nF (A) = hocolim_k T^k_n F (A),

where the homotopy colimit is over a sequential diagram obtained by repeatedly applying the transformation t_nF : F → T_nF induced by the canonical map A = A∗∅ → A∗U for each U. These maps also yield the natural transformation p_nF : F ⇒ P_nF .

To build an n-excisive model structure on Fun(C, D) via Theorem 4.2, we first remind the reader that, following Remark 3.15 and the text preceding it, we use models for homotopy limits and colimits that are simplicial and preserve levelwise weak equivalences of diagrams. In addition, we replace F with F^{hf} as defined in Definition 5.12, making it possible to apply some results from [21] that only hold for homotopy functors.

Definition 6.6. For a functor F in Fun(C, D), we define the functor ^P_nF by

^P_nF := colim_k ( F^{hf} → T_n(F^{hf} ) → T^2_n (F^{hf} ) → · · · → T^k_n (F^{hf} ) → . . . ) .

30 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Using T^∞_n to represent this colimit, we have ^P_nF = T^∞_n F^{hf} .

There is a morphism F → ^P_nF given by the composite

FF^{hf}T^∞_n (F^{hf} ) = ^P_nF , θ_Fι_F hf

where ι is the natural transformation whose component at G is induced by the natural maps G → T_nG → T^2_n G . . . . Since this construction is natural in F , it induces a natural transformation ^p_n : id_{Fun(C,D)} ⇒ ^P_n. We sometimes omit the subscript on ^p_n when it can be understood from context.

We note that by Lemma 5.9, ^P_nF is weakly equivalent to P_n(F^{hf} ). One can prove that ^P_nF is an n-excisive functor using a proof similar to that of [21, 1.8]. The argument uses the fact that F^{hf} is a homotopy functor and is the reason we replace F with F^{hf} in the definition of ^P_nF . By Lemma 5.9 and Proposition 5.19, ^P_nF is weakly equivalent to Goodwillie’s construction of P_nF when F is a homotopy functor.

We use Proposition 6.5 to prove that ^P_n preserves hf-fibrations.

Proposition 6.7. The endofunctor ^P_n on the category Fun(C, D) preserves hf-fibrations.

Proof. By Corollary 4.7, it suffices to prove that if F → G is an hf-fibration, then ^P_nF → ^P_nG is a projective fibration and ^P_nF( ^P_nF )hf ^P_nG( ^P_nG)hf

is a homotopy pullback square. The fact that ^P_nF → ^P_nG is a projective fibration follows from the definition of ^P_n, Proposition 6.5, the fact that homotopy limits preserve fibrations, and Convention 5.7(3). To confirm that the diagram above is a homotopy pullback square, recall that ^P_nF and ^P_nG are homotopy functors by Proposition 5.14. It follows that the horizontal maps are weak equivalences by Proposition 5.19, and the square is a homotopy pullback by Proposition 2.4. □

With the preceding proposition and definitions in place, we can establish the existence of the n-excisive model structure. This theorem is also proved by Biedermann and Röndigs in [10, 5.8] using a different, but naturally equivalent, model for the n-excisive approximation of a functor. To obtain cofibrant generation of this model structure in Section 9, we need to take a localization of the hf-model structure, but arguments similar to the ones presented here can be used to place an n-excisive model structure on Fun(C, D) with the projective model structure instead.

Theorem 6.8. Under the assumptions of Convention 6.2, the category Fun(C, D) has a model structure in which a morphism F → G is a weak equivalence if ^P_nF → ^P_nG

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 31

is a weak equivalence in the hf-model structure, and is a cofibration precisely if it is a cofibration in the hf-model structure.

Proof. We apply Corollary 4.4 to Fun(C, D)_{hf} and the endofunctor ^P_n, so in particular we want to verify axioms (A1), (A2), and (A3’).

To prove that (A1) holds, we need to show that ^P_nF → ^P_nG is an hf-equivalence whenever F → G is, i.e., that ( ^P_nF )^{hf} → ( ^P_nG)^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence whenever F^{hf} → G^{hf} is. Since our choice of model for homotopy limits preserves weak equivalences, it follows that T_n does as well. Since ^P_n is defined as a sequential colimit of applications of the functor T_n, and we assume Convention 5.7(3), we can conclude that ^P_nF → ^P_nG is a levelwise weak equivalence whenever F^{hf} → G^{hf} is. In the proof of Theorem 5.16 we showed that the functor (−)^{hf} preserves weak equivalences in Fun(C, D), from which it follows that ( ^P_nF )^{hf} → ( ^P_nG)^{hf} is also a levelwise weak equivalence.

For (A2), we need to prove that the natural transformations ^p_{^PnF} : ^P_nF → ^P_n ^P_nF and ^P_n ^p_F : ^P_nF → ^P_n ^P_nF are weak equivalences in the hf-model structure.

Since (−)^{hf} preserves levelwise weak equivalences, it suffices to prove the stronger result that these natural transformations are levelwise weak equivalences.

To start, observe that for an object A in C, the (n + 1)-cubical diagram given by

n + 1 ⊇ U A ∗ U is a strongly homotopy cocartesian diagram, so applying any n-excisive functor H to it produces a homotopy cartesian diagram. As a result, for such an H, the map from the initial object in the diagram to the homotopy pullback of the rest of the diagram is a levelwise weak equivalence. By definition, this map is H → T_nH. Since T_n preserves levelwise weak equivalences, Convention 5.7(3) guarantees that the natural transformation ι_H : H → T^∞_n H is a levelwise weak equivalence as well.

To see that ^p_{^PnF} : ^P_nF → ^P_n ^P_nF is a levelwise weak equivalence, consider, for an arbitrary functor X, the commutative square

X X^{hf}

T^∞_n XT^∞_n X^{hf} = ^P_nX. θ_X ι_X ι_Xhf T^∞_n θ_X

When X = ^P_nF , the horizontal maps are weak equivalences by Proposition 5.14 since ^P_nF is a homotopy functor and T ∞_n preserves weak equivalences. As noted above, the left vertical map is also a weak equivalence since ^P_nF is n-excisive. It follows that the composition of the right vertical and top horizontal arrows is a weak equivalence, but this composite is ^p_{^PnF} .

To prove that ^P_n ^p_F is a levelwise weak equivalence, recall that it is the composite

32 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

^P_nF^P_n(F hf )^P_n(T ∞_n (F hf ) ^P_nθ_F^P_nι_{F hf}

The map ^P_nθ_F is a levelwise weak equivalence by Theorem 5.16, Convention 5.7(3), and the fact that T_n preserves weak equivalences. To see that ^P_nι_F hf is a levelwise weak equivalence, consider the commutative diagram

T^∞_n (F^{hf} )

T^∞_n (T^∞_n F^{hf} )

T^∞_n (F^{hf} )^{hf}

T^∞_n (T^∞_n F^{hf} )^{hf} T^∞_n (ι_F hf )

T^∞_n (θ_F hf )T^∞_n (θ_T ∞_{n F} hf )

T^∞_n (ι_F hf )^{hf}

and note that the bottom horizontal arrow is ^P_nι_F hf . The vertical maps are levelwise weak equivalences by Propositions 5.14 and 5.19, and the fact that T^∞_n preserves weak equivalences. We can use an argument similar to the one used in the last paragraph of the proof of [21, 1.8] to prove that the top horizontal map is a weak equivalence. In particular, it suffices to show that T^∞_n (F^{hf} ) → T^∞_n (T_nF^{hf} ) is a weak equivalence. By Convention 5.7(3) and the fact that homotopy limits commute, the target of this map is weakly equivalent to T_nT^∞_n (F^{hf} ). However, T^∞_n (F^{hf} ) is weakly equivalent to T_nT^∞_n (F^{hf} ) because T^∞_n (F^{hf} ) = ^P_nF is an n-excisive functor. Hence, the bottom map in the diagram, which is ^P_n ^p_F , is a levelwise weak equivalence as well, completing the proof that (A2) holds.

To prove (A3’), we need to know that ^P_n preserves homotopy pullback squares in Fun(C, D)_{hf} . Given a homotopy pullback square FGHK,

we get a levelwise weak equivalence F^{hf} → (H ×^h_K G)^{hf} . Since Fun(C, D)_{hf} is right proper, by [25, 13.3.7] we get an hf-equivalence H ×^h_K G → H^′ ×_K G, where H^′ is obtained by factoring H → K into an hf-equivalence H → H^′ followed by an hffibration H^′ → K.

It follows that (H ×^h_K G)^{hf} → (H^′ ×^h_K G)^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence. Since any hf-fibration is a projective fibration and therefore (H^′ ×_K G) is a homotopy pullback in the projective model structure, and since hf preserves homotopy pullbacks, we know that (H ×^h_K G)^{hf} → (H^′)^{hf} ×^h_{Khf} G^{hf} is a levelwise weak equivalence, where the homotopy pullback is taken in the projective model structure.

Thus the diagram

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 33

F^{hf}G^{hf}

(H^′)^{hf}K^{hf}

is a homotopy pullback square in the projective model structure. Since homotopy limits commute [7, App. A, Prop. 1], we know that T_n preserves homotopy pullback squares in the projective model structure. By Convention 5.7(3), homotopy pullback squares are preserved by sequential colimits, and by Definition 6.6 we may conclude that ^P_n(F )^P_n(G) ^P_n(H′) ^P_n(K)

is a homotopy pullback square in the projective model structure, that is, ^P_n(F ) −→ ^P_n(G) ×h_{^Pn(K)} ^P_n(H′) is a levelwise weak equivalence.

Now, by Proposition 6.7, ^P_n preserves hf-fibrations and ^P_n(H^′) → ^P_n(K) is an hf-fibration. Also since ^P_n preserves hf-weak equivalences, we know that ^P_n(H) → ^P_n(H′) is an hf-equivalence. Since the hf-model structure is right proper, the homotopy pullback of the diagram ^P_n(H) → ^P_n(K) ← ^P_n(G) in the hf-model category can be taken to be ^P_n(H^′) ×_{^Pn(K)} ^P_n(G).

This strict pullback is also a homotopy pullback in the projective model structure, from which it follows that the map ^P_n(F ) → ^P_n(H)×^h_{^Pn(K)} ^P_n(G), where the homotopy pullback is taken in the hf model structure, is an hf weak equivalence, since the map between the strict pullback and the pullback in hf model structure is an hf equivalence. It follows that ^P_n(F )^P_n(G) ^P_n(H)^P_n(K),

is a homotopy pullback square in the hf model structure, as we needed to show. □

Corollary 4.7 and Proposition 4.8 allow us to characterize fibrations and fibrant objects in the n-excisive model structure as follows. Biedermann and Röndigs provide a similar characterization of fibrations in [10, 5.9].

Proposition 6.9. A morphism α: F → G in Fun(C, D) is a fibration in the n-excisive model structure if and only if it is a fibration in the hf-model structure on Fun(C, D) and the diagram

34 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM F ^P_nF G^P_nG ^p_Fα ^p_G^P_nα

is a homotopy pullback square in the hf-model structure. A functor F in Fun(C, D) is fibrant in the n-excisive model structure if and only if it is weakly equivalent in the hf-model structure to an n-excisive functor and is fibrant in the hf-model structure.

Proof. The first statement is an immediate consequence of Corollary 4.7. For the second part, it is straightforward to show that ^p_∗ : ∗ → ^P_n(∗), where ∗ denotes the terminal object in Fun(C, D), is a weak equivalence in the projective model structure on Fun(C, D) using Lemma 5.15, the facts that T_n preserves weak equivalences and that T_n(∗) is weakly equivalent to ∗, and Convention 5.7(3). Since (−)^{hf} preserves levelwise weak equivalences, ^p_∗ : ∗ → ^P_n(∗) is also an hf-equivalence. As a result, Proposition 4.8 tells us that it suffices to prove that ^p_F is an hf-equivalence if and only if F is hf-equivalent to an n-excisive functor.

If ^p_F is an hf-equivalence, then we have a levelwise weak equivalence

F^{hf}( ^P_nF )^{hf} . ^p_F

As noted in the proof of Theorem 6.8, the functor ( ^P_nF )^{hf} is n-excisive, which implies that F^{hf} is n-excisive as well. Since (−)^{hf} satisfies (A2), we know that F → F^{hf} is an hf-equivalence.

If F is hf-equivalent to an n-excisive functor G, then as noted in the proof of (A2) for the n-excisive model structure, the maps in the colimit defining ^P_nG are all weak equivalences and as a result, ι_Ghf : G^{hf} → ^P_nG is a levelwise weak equivalence. Again, since (−)^{hf} satisfies (A2) and preserves levelwise weak equivalences, it follows that the composite ^p_G is an hf-equivalence. Hence, in the commutative diagram

F ^P_nF G^P_nG ^p_F ^p_G

the left vertical map and the bottom horizontal map are hf-equivalences. The right vertical map is as well, since ^P_n preserves hf-equivalences, and hence ^p_F is an hfequivalence. □

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 35

7. The degree n model structure

In this section, we turn our attention to the discrete functor calculus, with the goal of showing that one can equip Fun(C, D) with a degree n model structure via the degree n approximation Γ_n. As was the case with the homotopy functor and n-excisive model structures, our categories C and D must satisfy some conditions, but they are much less complicated in this case.

Convention 7.1. In addition to Convention 3.6, we assume that D is also left proper.

Recall from Definition 3.13 that for a functor F and an object A in C, Γ_nF (A) := hocofiber ( | ⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1} F (A)| → F (A) ) , where | − | denotes the homotopy colimit over Δ^{op}, sometimes referred to as the fat realization. We establish the existence of the degree n model structure on Fun(C, D) by proving that Γ_n satisfies the conditions of Theorem 4.2, for which we make use of specific models for the homotopy limits and colimits used to define Γ_n as we describe next.

For the homotopy limit, we again use the model defined in [25, 18.1.8]. As noted in Section 3.2, we can assume that ⊥_{n+1} is a comonad. To guarantee that ⊥^k_{n+1} preserves weak equivalences, we replace F with its functorial fibrant replacement F(F ), which exists by Theorem 5.3. That is, we set

⊥^k_{n+1}F := ⊥^k_{n+1}F(F )

for any functor F . Then by [25, 18.5.2, 18.5.3] we know that ⊥^k_{n+1} preserves weak equivalences in Fun(C, D).

For the model of Γ_n that we use, we also require a good model for homotopy colimits, for which we use the one described by Hirschhorn [25, 18.1.2]. To ensure that | − | preserves weak equivalences, we precompose the homotopy colimit with the simplicial functorial cofibrant replacement functor guaranteed by [43, 24.2]. Again, [25, 18.5.3] guarantees that this functor preserves levelwise weak equivalences of diagrams.

Finally, to guarantee that the homotopy cofiber preserves weak equivalences, and that there is a natural transformation from the identity functor on Fun(C, D) to Γ_n, we use the following model for the homotopy cofiber. For a map F → G, we set hocofiber(F → G) to be equal to the pushout of the diagram FGE(⋆^D)

where ⋆_D is the constant functor on the zero object in D, and F → E(⋆_D) → ⋆_D is a functorial factorization of F → ⋆_D as a cofibration followed by an acyclic fibration. That this construction is homotopy invariant follows from [25, 13.5.3, 13.5.4] and the fact that D is left proper.

When using the construction defined above, there is a natural map from G → hocofiber(F → G); an application of this fact to the augmentation |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | → F(F ) yields a natural map

36 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM F(F )Γ_nF, and precomposing with the natural weak equivalence θ_F : F → F(F ) yields a natural transformation F → Γ_nF that is natural in F . Hence, we have a natural transformation γ : id_{Fun(C,D)} → Γ_n that we use to prove the existence of the degree n model structure on Fun(C, D).

Recall that as part of Convention 3.6, we are assuming D is stable. As noted in Section 3, the proof that the functor Γ_nF is a degree n functor in [7, 5.4, 5.6.1] makes use of the fact that D is stable to ensure that cr_{n+1} commutes with the homotopy cofiber and colimit used to define Γ_nF . We thus obtain

cr_{n+1}Γ_nF = cr_{n+1} hocofiber ( |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | → F ) ≃ hocofiber ( |cr_{n+1}(⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F )| → cr_{n+1}F ) ≃ ⋆_D. The last equivalence is a consequence of [7, 5.5] which uses an extra degeneracy argument to prove that |cr_{n+1}(⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F )| → cr_{n+1}F is a weak equivalence.

Now we can state the main result of this section.

Theorem 7.2. Under the assumptions of Convention 7.1, there exists a degree n model structure on the category of functors Fun(C, D) with weak equivalences given by Γ_nequivalences and cofibrations the same as in the projective model structure.

Proof. We prove this result via an application of Theorem 4.2, setting M = Fun(C, D) and Q = Γ_n : Fun(C, D) → Fun(C, D). As described above, the functor Γ_n : Fun(C, D) → Fun(C, D) is constructed from F via homotopy limits, homotopy colimits, and homotopy cofibers that preserve weak equivalences. Hence, axiom (A1) of Theorem 4.2 is satisfied.

To prove that axiom (A2) holds, we assume that F is fibrant and make use of Corollary 4.3. Note that [25, 18.5.2, 18.5.3] guarantee that the results of applying ⊥^k_{n+1} to F and F(F ) are weakly equivalent, so we can work directly with F instead of its functorial fibrant replacement.

To prove that γ_{ΓnF} is a weak equivalence, we note that for any degree n functor G,

⊥_{n+1}G = Δ^∗cr_{n+1}G ≃ ⋆_D

where Δ^∗ denotes precomposition with the diagonal functor. Hence, the simplicial object ⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}G is levelwise weakly equivalent to the constant simplicial object on ⋆_D. As a result, |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}G| ≃ ⋆_D. Since Γ_nG is the homotopy cofiber of |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}G| → G and D is left proper, the dual of Proposition 2.4 guarantees that γ_G is a weak equivalence. Setting G = Γ_nF , we see that γ_{ΓnF} is a weak equivalence.

To prove that Γ_nγ_F is a weak equivalence, it suffices to show that Γ_n|⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | ≃ ⋆_D. As a comonad, ⊥_{n+1} comes equipped with a natural transformation, the comultiplication ⊥_{n+1} ⇒ ⊥_{n+1}⊥_{n+1}, which can be used as an “extra degeneracy”, as in [7, 5.5], to construct weak equivalences between |⊥^k_{n+1}⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | and ⊥^k_{n+1}F for k ≥ 1. Since D is stable, ⊥_{n+1}, as a finite homotopy limit, commutes with | − |, so we have |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}|⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F || ≃ ||⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F || ≃ |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F |.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 37

It follows that Γ_n|⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | ≃ ⋆_D, which implies that Γ_nγ_F : Γ_nF → Γ_nΓ_nF is a weak equivalence.

It remains to check that Γ_n satisfies axiom (A3). By Corollary 4.4, it suffices to check that homotopy pullback squares are preserved by Γ_n. Suppose that FGHK

is a homotopy pullback square in Fun(C, D), and recall that ⊥_{n+1} is defined as a homotopy limit. As noted in the proof of Theorem 6.8, since homotopy limits commute, it follows that ⊥_{n+1} preserves homotopy pullback squares. Then for each k ≥ 1, we have a homotopy pullback square ⊥^k_{n+1}F ⊥^k_{n+1}G ⊥^k_{n+1}H ⊥^k_{n+1}K.

From our assumption that D is stable, homotopy pullback squares in D are the same as homotopy pushout squares in D, so in particular, the above squares are also homotopy pushout squares. Since the realization | − | is a homotopy colimit, and both it and the homotopy cofiber construction preserve homotopy pushouts, we see that Γ_nFΓ_nG

Γ_nHΓ_nK

is a homotopy pushout square, and hence a homotopy pullback square, since D is stable. □

We conclude with the following consequence of Corollary 4.7 and Proposition 4.8. Its proof is similar to that of Proposition 6.9 and hence omitted.

Proposition 7.3. A morphism α: F → G in Fun(C, D) is a fibration in the degree n model structure if and only if it is a fibration in the projective model structure on Fun(C, D) and the diagram FΓ_nF GΓ_nG γ_Fα γ_GΓ_nα

38 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

is a homotopy pullback square. The object F in Fun(C, D) is fibrant in the degree n model structure if and only if it is degree n and is fibrant in the projective model structure.

8. Cofibrant generation for Bousfield Q-model structures

In this section, we establish conditions under which the localizations produced by an endofunctor Q on Fun(C, D) via Theorem 4.2 are cofibrantly generated, expanding on the more specific examples of Biedermann and Röndigs in [10]. A core element of those examples is the strategic creation of additional generating acyclic cofibrations for the model structure Fun(C, D)_Q. Since our goal is to generalize those examples, we make the following definition to capture the key features of the collections of maps that they use. We assume throughout that C and D are as described in Convention 2.9.

Definition 8.1. Let Fun(C, D) be equipped with a right proper model structure and let Q be an endofunctor of Fun(C, D) satisfying the conditions of Theorem 4.2, including the existence of a natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q. A collection of test morphisms for η is a collection T (Q) of morphisms in Fun(C, S) such that, for each fibration F → G in Fun(C, D), the diagram FQF GQG

is a homotopy pullback in Fun(C, D) if and only if the diagram F^YF^X G^YG^X

is a homotopy pullback in D for every X → Y in T (Q).

We sometimes omit the endofunctor Q from the notation and simply refer to the collection of test morphisms as T .

In practice, test morphisms are maps of representable functors associated to maps in C that, for any functor F in Fun(C, D), are converted to weak equivalences by the functor QF . In all the examples in this paper, the functor Y is a representable functor R^A, where A is an object of C. For instance, as explained in the next example, the test morphisms for the hf model structure from Section 5, which is designed to turn functors into weak equivalence-preserving functors, correspond to weak equivalences in C. Example 8.2. Consider the hf model structure on Fun(C, D) from Theorem 5.16, where C and D additionally satisfy the conditions of Convention 5.7. We claim that the collection of morphisms of representable functors {R^B → R^A}, where A → B ranges over all weak equivalences of C, is a collection of test morphisms for η : id ⇒ (−)^{hf} .

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 39

Indeed, our definition of a collection of test morphisms is essentially a distillation of the key properties that Biedermann and Röndigs use in [10] to show that the hf model structure is cofibrantly generated. The fact that these morphisms satisfy Definition 8.1 was proved by Biedermann and Röndigs in [10, 4.15] using the fact that F^{RA} ∼= F (A) by the Yoneda Lemma 2.17. In particular, by Corollary 4.7, for any fibration F → G in Fun(C, D) the square F AF^{hf} A GAG^{hf} A

is a homotopy pullback for each object A in C if and only if F → G is a hf-fibration. By Proposition 5.17, F → G is a hf-fibration if and only if F AF B GAGB

is a homotopy pullback for every weak equivalence A → B in C. Applying the Yoneda Lemma again, we can see that this condition is equivalent to the square F^{RA}F^{RB} G^{RA}G^{RB}

being a homotopy pullback.

We revisit this example at the end of this section and give additional examples in Sections 9 and 10, where we consider the n-excisive and degree n model structures, respectively.

We can now state and prove our main result.

Theorem 8.3. Suppose that C and D satisfy the conditions of Convention 6.2, and that Fun(C, D) is a cofibrantly generated right proper model structure on Fun(C, D) in which all fibrations are also fibrations under the projective model structure. Let Q: Fun(C, D) → Fun(C, D) be a Bousfield endofunctor that has a collection T (Q) of test morphisms for the natural transformation η : id ⇒ Q. Then the model structure Fun(C, D)_Q is cofibrantly generated.

Proof. Let I and J denote sets of generating cofibrations and acyclic cofibrations, respectively, for the model structure on Fun(C, D). We need to identify sets of generating cofibrations and acyclic cofibrations for the model structure Fun(C, D)_Q.

Recall from Remark 4.6 that a cofibration in Fun(C, D)_Q is precisely a cofibration in Fun(C, D). Thus, we can simply use the set I as a set of the generating cofibrations for Fun(C, D)_Q.

40 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Assume that F → G is a fibration in Fun(C, D). To identify a set of generating acyclic cofibrations for Fun(C, D)_Q, we use the characterization of the fibrations in Fun(C, D)_Q using the Q-fibration condition from Corollary 4.7, namely that F → G is a Q-fibration if and only if it is a fibration in Fun(C, D), and the diagram

(8.4) FQF GQG η_F η_G

is a homotopy pullback square in Fun(C, D). We know that a map is a fibration in Fun(C, D) if and only if it has the right lifting property with respect to the set J. Thus, it suffices to identify a set of maps J_Q such that the above diagram is a homotopy pullback square if and only if F → G has the right lifting property with respect to the maps in J_Q; we can then take J ∪ J_Q as the set of generating acyclic cofibrations for Fun(C, D)_Q.

By the definition of test morphism, (8.4) is a homotopy pullback square if and only if

(8.5) F^YF^X G^YG^X

is a homotopy pullback square for each α: X → Y in T .

However, for each object X in Fun(C, S) we can apply Lemma 2.8 to the morphism from the initial object to X to obtain a simplicial homotopy equivalence (8.6) ^X → X where ^X is cofibrant. Since simplicial functors preserve simplicial homotopy equivalences [25, 9.6.10], we have that F^X → F^{^X} and G^X → G^{^X} are weak equivalences. For each test morphism α: X → Y , we obtain a diagram in which the right-hand square is a homotopy pullback square by Proposition 2.4:

(8.7) F^YF^XF^{^X} G^YG^XG^{^X} .

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 41

Applying Proposition 2.3 to this diagram, we see that (8.5) is a homotopy pullback if and only if

(8.8) F^YF^{^X} G^YG^{^X}

is a homotopy pullback square.

Again by Proposition 2.8 and the fact that simplicial functors preserve simplicial homotopy equivalences, we know that the composite ^X → X^α−→ Y can be factored as a cofibration ζ_α followed by a simplicial homotopy equivalence ^XYCyl(α) ζ_α≃

and we obtain weak equivalences of evaluated cotensors F^Y → F^{Cyl(α)} and G^Y → G^{Cyl(α)}. Then, by Proposition 2.3, the square (8.8) is a homotopy pullback square if and only if

(8.9)

F^{Cyl(α)} F^{^X} G^{Cyl(α)} G^{^X}

is a homotopy pullback square.

Since F → G is a projective fibration by assumption, by Corollary 2.19 we know that F^{^X} → G^{^X} is a fibration, so (8.9) is a homotopy pullback if and only if

(8.10) F^{Cyl(α)} → F^{^X} ×_G ^_X G^{Cyl(α)}

is a weak equivalence. Since ^X → Cyl(α) is a cofibration and F → G is a fibration, we know that (8.10) is a fibration by Lemma 2.18. Hence to show that it is weak equivalence, we can show that it is an acyclic fibration by showing that a lift exists in every commutative diagram of the form

(8.11)

CF^{Cyl(α)}

DF^{^X} ×_G ^_X G^{Cyl(α)},

42 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

where C → D is in the set I_D of generating cofibrations for D. By the first adjunction of Proposition 2.16, a lift exists in (8.11) if and only if a lift exists in D ⊗ ^X ∐ C⊗ ^X C ⊗ Cyl(α) F D ⊗ Cyl(α) G.

Hence, the left-hand vertical maps can be taken as the set J_Q. That is, J_Q = {i□ζ_α : C ⊗ Cyl(α) ∐_{C⊗ ^X} D ⊗ ^X → D ⊗ Cyl(α) | (i: C → D) ∈ I_D, α ∈ T }. The preceding argument shows that the maps in J_Q have the left lifting property with respect to all Q-fibrations, so that they are indeed acyclic cofibrations in the model structure induced by Q. To complete the proof, it remains to show that this set of maps permits the small object argument. We need to show that, given a transfinite composition colim_n F_n of pushouts along acyclic cofibrations, any map ⟨f, g⟩: C ⊗ Cyl(α) ∐_{C⊗ ^X} D ⊗ ^X → colim_n F_n factors through some F_k. By the universal property of pushouts, the data of such a map is equivalent to a commutative square

C ⊗ ^XD ⊗ ^X C ⊗ Cyl(α) colim_n F_n, i ⊗ 1 1 ⊗ ζ_αfg

and a factorization of such a map through a functor F_k is equivalent to a commutative diagram C ⊗ ^XD ⊗ ^X C ⊗ Cyl(α) colim_n F_n. F_ki ⊗ 1 1 ⊗ ζ_αf gf_kg_k

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 43

Using the first adjunction of Proposition 2.16, this commutative diagram is in turn equivalent to

C (colim_n F_n)^{Cyl(α)}

D (colim_n F_n)^{^X} . F^{Cyl(α)} k F^{^X}_k ^fi ^g 1^{ζα} ^g_k^ f_k

The fact that both C and D permit the small object argument, by Convention 6.2, guarantees the existence of maps ^f_k and ^g_k such that the diagram above commutes. □

As a first example of this localized cofibrant generation, the next theorem follows immediately from Theorem 8.3 and Example 8.2; an alternate proof is given in [10, 4.14].

Theorem 8.12. Assuming Convention 5.7, the model category Fun(C, D)_{hf} of Theorem 5.16 has the structure of a cofibrantly generated model category.

When Fun(C, D) has the projective model structure, Theorem 8.3 implies that for any Bousfield endofunctor Q that has a collection of test morphisms, the model structure Fun(C, D)_Q of Theorem 4.2 is cofibrantly generated. Moreover, since the fibrations of Fun(C, D)_Q must also be projective fibrations by Corollary 4.7, we can use Theorem 8.3 to conclude that the localization of Fun(C, D) obtained by applying a sequence of Bousfield endofunctors satisfying the appropriate test morphism conditions is cofibrantly generated. We provide an example of this in the next section by building an n-excisive model structure on Fun(C, D) from the hf-model structure. To do so, we make use of the next result.

Proposition 8.13. Consider the category Fun(C, D) with the projective model structure, as well as a localized model structure Fun(C, D)_P induced by a Bousfield endofunctor P of Fun(C, D). Suppose that Q is an endofunctor of Fun(C, D)_P that preserves P -fibrations. Then for any P -fibration F → G, the diagram

(8.14) FQF GQG

is a homotopy pullback square in the P -model structure if and only if it is a levelwise homotopy pullback.

44 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Proof. First, observe that QF → QG is a P -fibration, since Fun(C, D) and Fun(C, D)_P are both right proper model categories and F → G is a P -fibration. Hence it is also a projective fibration, so the pullback of G → QG ← QF is a homotopy pullback in both the projective and P -model structures.

If (8.14) is a levelwise homotopy pullback square, then the map F → QF ×_{QG} G is a levelwise weak equivalence. Since P satisfies axiom (A1) of Theorem 4.2, this map is also a P -equivalence, and hence (8.14) is a homotopy pullback square in Fun(C, D)_P .

Conversely, suppose that the diagram (8.14) is a homotopy pullback square in the P -model structure, so that the map P F −→ P (QF ×_{QG} G) is a levelwise weak equivalence. Since P satisfies axiom (A3’) of Corollary 4.4, the map P (QF ×_{QG} G) → P QF ×^h_{P QG} P G is a levelwise weak equivalence, so the right-hand square in the diagram

(8.15) FP FP QF GP GP QG,

is a homotopy pullback square in Fun(C, D). By Corollary 4.7, the left-hand square is a levelwise homotopy pullback as well, from which we can conclude by Proposition 2.3 that the outer square is also a levelwise homotopy pullback square.

However, this outer square can also be obtained similarly as a composite diagram with middle vertical map the P -fibration QF → QG, so that the left-hand square is the square (8.14). We can conclude that this square is a levelwise homotopy pullback square via another application of Corollary 4.7 and Proposition 2.3, completing the proof. □

9. Cofibrant generation and the n-excisive model structure

In this section, we apply Theorem 8.3 and Proposition 8.13 to show that the nexcisive model structure of Theorem 6.8 is cofibrantly generated. As in Section 6, we assume Convention 6.2.

Our first step is to define a candidate set of test morphisms for the n-excisive model structure.

Definition 9.1. For an object A in C, let τ_A be the morphism

τ_A : hocolim

U⊆P_0(n+1) R^{A∗U} −→ R^A in Fun(C, S) induced by the inclusions ∅ → U, where ∗ denotes the fiberwise join as in Definition 3.3. We denote by T ( ^P_n) the collection {τ_A} of these morphisms as A ranges over all objects of C.

Proposition 9.2. For the hf model structure Fun(C, D)_{hf} , the collection T ( ^P_n) is a collection of test morphisms for the natural transformation η : id ⇒ P_n.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 45

Proof. Let F → G be an hf-fibration. By Proposition 6.7, we know that ^P_n preserves hf-fibrations. Hence, by Proposition 8.13, it suffices to show that

(9.3) F ^P_nF G^P_nG

is a levelwise homotopy pullback square if and only if

(9.4)

F^{RA}F^{hocolimU∈P}0^{(n+1) RA∗U}

G^{RA}G^{hocolimU∈P}0^{(n+1) RA∗U}

is a homotopy pullback square in D for all objects A in C. Combining the isomorphism of Proposition 2.21, Lemma 2.17, and the definition of T_n (Definition 3.3), we see that (9.4) is a homotopy pullback square for all objects A in C if and only if

(9.5) FT_nF GT_nG

is a levelwise homotopy pullback square. So it suffices to show that (9.3) is a levelwise homotopy pullback if and only if (9.5) is.

Suppose (9.3) is a levelwise homotopy pullback and consider the commutative cube

(9.6) T_nFT_n ^P_nF T_nGT_n ^P_nG. F ^P_nF G ^P_nG

The front and back faces are homotopy pullbacks by assumption and the fact that T_n preserves homotopy pullbacks, respectively. If we consider its back and right faces, we see that the right face is a homotopy pullback because ^P_nF is n-excisive, and hence the composite of the back and right faces is a homotopy pullback by Proposition 2.3. Using the commutativity of (9.6), we can conclude that the composite of the left and front faces is a homotopy pullback. Since we know that the front face is a homotopy pullback, we can apply Proposition 2.3 again to see that the left face, which is precisely (9.5), is as well.

46 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

Conversely, suppose that (9.5) is a homotopy pullback square. Consider the commutative diagram that defines ^P_n and the natural transformations in (9.3):

(9.7)

FF^{hf}T_nF^{hf}. . .colim_k T^k_n F^{hf} = ^P_nF

GG^{hf}T_nG^{hf}. . .colim_k T^k_n G^{hf} = ^P_nG.

To show that (9.3) is a homotopy pullback, it suffices to show that for each k ≥ 0, the square

(9.8)

FT^k_n F^{hf}

GT^k_n G^{hf} ,

whose horizontal maps are given by composites of horizontal maps in (9.7), is a homotopy pullback square. In the case that k = 0, this result follows from Corollary 4.7 and the fact that F → G is an hf-fibration.

To complete the proof, we use induction on k. Assuming (9.8) is a homotopy pullback, we see that the left-hand square of the commutative diagram

(9.9)

FT_nFT^{k+1}_n F^{hf}

GT_nGT^{k+1}_n G^{hf}

is a homotopy pullback since it is precisely diagram (9.5), and the right-hand square is a homotopy pullback since it is obtained by applying the functor T_n, which preserves homotopy pullbacks, to (9.8). The outer square is then a homotopy pullback square by Proposition 2.3. The commutative cube

(9.10)

T_nFT^{k+1}_n F^{hf}

T_nGT^{k+1}_n G^{hf} FF^{hf} GG^{hf}

shows us that the outer square in (9.9) is the same square as (9.8) when k is replaced by k + 1, completing the proof by induction. □

We can now conclude the following main result of this section from Theorem 8.3.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 47

Theorem 9.11. The n-excisive model structure on Fun(C, D) from Theorem 6.8 is cofibrantly generated.

Remark 9.12. Theorem 9.11 is also proved as part of [10, 5.8]. Our proof is essentially a reorganization and generalization of theirs via Theorem 8.3, but our approaches differ in the stage at which the representable functors of Definition 9.1 are introduced. In [10], the authors incorporate them into their definition of P_n by replacing T_nF with an evaluated cotensor T^R_n F (A) := F^{An} where A_nhocolim_{U∈P0(n+1)} R^{A∗U} ≃ is a cofibrant replacement for the homotopy colimit of the representable functors R^{A∗U} . We proved in [3, 7.4] that T_n and T^R_n agree up to weak equivalence. We have chosen to define ^P_n without using an evaluated cotensor to highlight the fact that this approach is not needed to establish the existence of the n-excisive model structure. It does play a significant role in establishing cofibrant generation, since, in the proof of Theorem 8.3, being able to replace (8.4) with the evaluated cotensor square (8.5) provides the means by which we can identify a set of generating acyclic cofibrations, but now the specific evaluated cotensor approach to ^P_n only appears concretely in our verification of our set of test morphisms in Proposition 9.2.

10. Cofibrant generation and discrete functor calculus

We now revisit the degree n model structure of Section 7 and use Theorem 8.3 to show that it is cofibrantly generated when D is. As in Section 7 we assume Convention 7.1.

Recall from Definition 3.13 and Section 7 that the functor Γ_nF is defined in terms of a comonad ⊥_{n+1} that acts on the category of Fun(C, D). More explicitly, it is the homotopy cofiber given by

Γ_nF := hocofiber(|⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F(F )| → F(F ))

where |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | is the fat realization of the standard simplicial object associated to the comonad ⊥_{n+1} acting on F and F(F ) is a functorial fibrant replacement of F .

Theorem 10.1. The degree n model structure on Fun(C, D) from Theorem 7.2 is cofibrantly generated.

We want to prove this theorem by an application of Theorem 8.3, for which we need to define a collection of test morphisms for Γ_n. Recall from (3.8) that for an object A in C, subset U of n + 1, and element i ∈ n + 1, we defined

A_i(U) := { A i /∈ U, ∗_C i ∈ U. For a subset U of n + 1 and object A in C, define ⊔(A, U) := ∐ i∈n+1 A_i(U),

48 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

and note that for U ⊆ V there is a natural map ι_{U,V} : ⊔ (A, U) −→ ⊔(A, V ) induced by the unique morphism A → ∗_C on the components indexed by i ∈ V \ U. Definition 10.2. For an object A in C, let ρ_A be the morphism ρ_A : hocolim

U⊆P_0(n+1) R^{⊔(A,U)} → R^{⊔(A,∅)} in Fun(C, S) induced by the morphisms ι_{∅,U} . We denote by T (Γ_n) the collection {ρ_A} of these morphisms as A ranges over all objects of C.

Lemma 10.3. For the projective model structure on Fun(C, D), the collection T (Γ_n) of Definition 10.2 is a collection of test morphisms for the natural transformation η : id ⇒ Γ_n.

To prove this lemma, we make use of the next two results.

Lemma 10.4. Let C be a subcategory of a model category that is closed under finite limits. If X is an n-cube in C, then ifiber(X ) ≃ hofiber ( X (∅) → holim_{P0(n)} X (U) ) . This lemma was proved in the context of spaces in [37, 3.4.3] for 2-cubes and [37, 5.5.4] for general n-cubes; the same line of argument holds in this more general setting.

The proof of the following lemma is a straightforward exercise, using Proposition 2.3 and its dual.

Lemma 10.5. For a commutative square

(10.6) ABCD,αγ

in a pointed right proper model category D, the induced map of homotopy fibers hofiber(α) → hofiber(γ) is a weak equivalence if the square (10.6) is a homotopy pullback square. If D is stable and proper, the converse is true as well.

Proof of Lemma 10.3. Let F → G be a fibration in Fun(C, D). We need to show that

(10.7) FΓ_nF GΓ_nG α γ

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 49

is a homotopy pullback if and only if

(10.8) F^{R⊔(A,∅)} F^{hocolim} U⊆P0(n+1) R^{⊔(A,U)} G^{R⊔(A,∅)} G^{hocolim} U⊆P0(n+1) R^{⊔(A,U)}

is a homotopy pullback for every ρ_A in T (Γ_n).

As in the proof of Proposition 9.2, we can use the Yoneda Lemma 2.17 and Proposition 2.21 to see that (10.8) can be written as

(10.9) F (⊔(A, ∅)) holim

U⊆P_0(n+1) F (⊔(A, U)) F (⊔(A, ∅)) holim

U⊆P_0(n+1) G(⊔(A, U)).

Hence, it suffices to show that (10.7) is a homotopy pullback if and only if (10.9) is a homotopy pullback for all objects A in C.

We can write (10.7) as the composite FF(F )Γ_nF GF(G)Γ_nG ≃ ≃

since taking a fibrant replacement is part of our definition of Γ_n. Using the dual of Proposition 2.3 and the fact that D is stable, we see that the right-hand square is a homotopy pullback if and only if the outer square is a homotopy pullback. Similarly, (10.9) is a homotopy pullback if and only if the corresponding square with fibrant replacements of F and G on the left is a homotopy pullback square. Hence, it suffices to prove that (10.9) is a homotopy pullback if and only if (10.7) is a homotopy pullback in the case when we take a fibrant replacement of the left-hand vertical map. For simplicity, we suppress the fibrant replacement notation F for the remainder of the proof.

By Lemma 10.4, the homotopy fibers of the horizontal arrows in (10.9) are ⊥_{n+1}F (A) and ⊥_{n+1}G(A), respectively. So we consider the diagram

(10.10)

⊥_{n+1}F (A) F (⊔(A, ∅)) holim

U⊆P_0(n+1) F (⊔(A, U)) ⊥_{n+1}G(A) G(⊔(A, ∅)) holim

U⊆P_0(n+1) G(⊔(A, U))

50 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

and note that by Lemma 10.5, the diagram (10.9) is a homotopy pullback if and only if the map ⊥_{n+1}F (A) → ⊥_{n+1}G(A) is a weak equivalence.

Hence, if (10.9) is a homotopy pullback for all objects A in C, then ⊥_{n+1}F → ⊥_{n+1}G is a weak equivalence in Fun(C, D). It follows that |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | → |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}G| is a weak equivalence as well. Consider the diagram |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}F | FΓ_nF |⊥^{∗+1}_{n+1}G| GΓ_nG,

where the top and bottom rows are the homotopy cofiber sequences defining Γ_nF and Γ_nG. respectively. Since D is stable, the rows are also homotopy fiber sequences, and the right-hand square, which is exactly (10.7), is a homotopy pullback by Lemma 10.6.

Conversely, if (10.7) is a homotopy pullback, then the square ⊥_{n+1}F ⊥_{n+1}Γ_nF ⊥_{n+1}G ⊥_{n+1}Γ_nG.

is also a homotopy pullback because ⊥_{n+1} preserves homotopy pullbacks. As noted in the proof of Theorem 7.2, ⊥_{n+1}Γ_nF ≃ ∗ ≃ ⊥_{n+1}Γ_nG, so ⊥_{n+1}F → ⊥_{n+1}G is a weak equivalence by Proposition 2.4. As noted above, it follows that (10.9) is a homotopy pullback for all objects A in C. □

Proof of Theorem 10.1. The proof of Theorem 7.2 establishes that Γ_n is a Bousfield endofunctor on Fun(C, D) with the projective model structure. Corollary 4.7 guarantees that the fibrations in Fun(C, D)_{Γn} are also projective fibrations. Hence, we can apply Theorem 8.3, using the collection of test morphisms for Γ_n that we established in Lemma 10.3. □

References

[1] G. Arone and M. Mahowald, The Goodwillie tower of the identity functor and the unstable periodic homotopy of spheres, Invent. Math. 135 (1999), no. 3, 743-788.

[2] M. Behrens, The Goodwillie tower and the EHP sequence, Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 218 (2012), no. 1026.

[3] Lauren Bandklayder, Julia E. Bergner, Rhiannon Griffiths, Brenda Johnson, and Rekha Santhanam, Enriched functor categories for functor calculus, Topology Appl. 316 (2022), Paper No. 108099, 33 pp.

[4] David Barnes and Rosona Eldred, Capturing Goodwillie’s derivative, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 220 (2016), no. 1, 197–222.

[5] David Barnes and Rosona Eldred, Comparing the orthogonal and homotopy functor calculi, J.

Pure Appl. Algebra 220 (2016), no. 11, 3650–3675.

[6] David Barnes and Peter Oman, Model categories for orthogonal calculus, Algebr. Geom. Topol. 13 (2013), no. 2, 959–999.

COFIBRANTLY GENERATED MODEL STRUCTURES FOR FUNCTOR CALCULUS 51

[7] Kristine Bauer, Brenda Johnson, and Randy McCarthy, Cross effects and calculus in an unbased setting. With an appendix by Rosona Eldred. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 367 (2015), no. 9, 6671– 6718.

[8] K. Bauer, B. Johnson, C. Osborne, E. Riehl, A. Tebbe, Directional derivatives and higher order chain rules for abelian functor calculus, Topology Appl. 235 (2018), 375-427.

[9] Georg Biedermann, Boris Chorny, and Oliver Röndigs, Calculus of functors and model categories.

Adv. Math. 214 (2007), no. 1, 92–115.

[10] Georg Biedermann and Oliver Röndigs, Calculus of functors and model categories, II. Algebr.

Geom. Topol. 14 (2014), no. 5, 2853–2913.

[11] A.K. Bousfield, On the telescopic homotopy theory of spaces, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 353 (2001), no. 6, 2391–2426.

[12] A.K. Bousfield and E.M. Friedlander, Homotopy theory of Γ-spaces, spectra, and bisimplicial sets, Lecture Notes in Math., 658 (1978), Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 80-130.

[13] Brian Day, On closed categories of functors II, Category Seminar. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol 420 (1974), Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 20 – 54.

[14] A. Dold and D. Puppe, Homologie nicht-additiver funktoren. Anwendungen. Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble) 11 (1961), 202-312.

[15] B.I. Dundas and R. McCarthy, Stable K-theory and topological Hochschild homology. Ann. of Math. (2) 140 (1994), no. 3, 685-701.

[16] B.I. Dundas, O. Röndigs and P.A. Østvær, Enriched functors and stable homotopy theory. Doc.

Math. 8 (2003), 409-488.

[17] W.G. Dwyer and J. Spalinski, Homotopy theories and model categories, in Handbook of Algebraic Topology, Elsevier, 1995.

[18] S. Eilenberg and S. Mac Lane, Homology theories for multiplicative systems. Trans. Amer. Math.

Soc. 71 (1951), 294-330.

[19] S. Eilenberg and S. Mac Lane, On the groups H(Π, n). II. Methods of computation. Ann. of Math.

(2) 60 (1954), 49-139.

[20] P.G. Goerss and J.F. Jardine, Simplicial Homotopy Theory, Progress in Math, vol. 174, Birkhauser, 1999.

[21] T. G. Goodwillie, Calculus III, Geom. Topol. 7(2003), no. 2, 645-711.

[22] Thomas G. Goodwillie and Michael Weiss, Embeddings from the point of view of immersion theory.

II, Geom. Topol. 3 (1999), 103–118.

[23] B. J. Guillou and J. P. May, Enriched model categories and presheaf categories, New York J.

Math. 26 (2020), 92–115.

[24] Gijs Heuts, Lie algebras and vn-periodic spaces, Ann. of Math.(2) 193 (2021), no. 1, 223–301. [25] Philip S. Hirschhorn, Model Categories and Their Localizations, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs 99, AMS, 2003.

[26] Philip S. Hirschhorn, Notes on homotopy colimits and homotopy limits, available at https://klein.mit.edu/~psh/notes/hocolim.pdf [27] Mark Hovey, Model Categories, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, 63. AMS 1999. [28] B. Johnson and R. McCarthy, Linearization, Dold-Puppe stabilization, and Mac Lane’s Qconstruction, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 350 (1998), no. 4, 1555-1593.

[29] B. Johnson and R. McCarthy, Deriving calculus with cotriples, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 356 (2004), no. 2, 757-803.

[30] M.R. Kantorovitz and R. McCarthy, The Taylor towers for rational algebraic K-theory and Hochschild homology, Homology Homotopy Appl. 4 (2002), no. 1, 191-212.

[31] G. M. Kelly, Basic concepts of enriched category theory, Repr. Theory Appl. Categ. 10 (2005). [32] N. J. Kuhn, Goodwillie towers and chromatic homotopy: an overview. Proceedings of the Nishida Fest (Kinosaki 2003), 245-279, Geom. Topol. Monogr., 10, Geom. Topol. Publ., Coventry, 2007.

[33] N. J. Kuhn, The Whitehead conjecture, the tower of S^1 conjecture, and Hecke algebras of type A.

J. Topol. 8 (2015), no. 1, 118-146.

[34] Pascal Lambrechts, Victor Turchin, and Ismar Volić, The rational homology of spaces of long knots in codimension > 2, Geom. Topol. 14 (2010), no. 4, 2151-2187.

52 BANDKLAYDER, BERGNER, GRIFFITHS, JOHNSON, AND SANTHANAM

[35] Jacob Lurie, (∞, 2)-categories and Goodwillie calculus, preprint available at math.CT/09050462. [36] R. McCarthy, Relative algebraic K-theory and topological cyclic homology. Acta Math. 179 (1997), no. 2, 197-222.

[37] Brian A. Munson and Ismar Volić, Cubical Homotopy Theory. New Mathematical Monographs, 25.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015.

[38] Luis Pereira, A general context for Goodwillie calculus, preprint available at math.AT/1301.2832. [39] Rui Reis and Michael Weiss, Rational Pontryagin classes and functor calculus, J. Eur. Math. Soc.

(JEMS) 18 (2016), no. 8, 1769-1811.

[40] Olivier Renaudin, Localisation homotopique et tour de Taylor pour une catégorie abélienne, Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 354 (2002), no. 1, 75-–89.

[41] Birgit Richter, Taylor towers for Γ-modules, Ann. Inst. Fourier 51 (2001), no. 4, 995-–1023. [42] Emily Riehl, Categorical Homotopy Theory, New Mathematical Monographs, 24. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2014.

[43] Michael Shulman, Homotopy limits and colimits and enriched homotopy theory,

https://arxiv.org/abs/math/0610194, 2009.

[44] Dev Sinha, The topology of spaces of knots: cosimplicial models, Amer. J. Math. 131 (2009), no.

4, 945-980.

[45] Niall Taggart, Comparing the orthogonal and unitary functor calculi, Homology Homotopy Appl.

23 (2021), no. 2, 227-256.

[46] Niall Taggart, Unitary functor calculus with reality, Glasg. Math. J. 64 (2022), no. 1, 197-230. [47] Daniel Quillen, Homotopical Algebra, Lecture Notes in Math 43, Springer-Verlag, 1967. [48] Alexandru E. Stanculescu, Note on a theorem of Bousfield and Friedlander, Topology Appl. 155 (2008), no. 13, 1434-–1438.

[49] Charles Weibel, An Introduction to Homological Algebra, Cambridge University Press, 1994. [50] Michael Weiss, Embeddings from the point of view of immersion theory. I., Geom. Topol. 3 (1999), 67–101.

[51] Michael Weiss, Orthogonal calculus, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 347 (1995), no. 10, 3743–3796.

Harvard Graduate School of Education, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, USA Email address: lbandklayder@gmail.com

Department of Mathematics, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA, USA Email address: jeb2md@virginia.edu

Department of Mathematics, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, USA Email address: rhiannon.griffiths@cornell.edu

Department of Mathematics, Union College, Schenectady, NY, USA Email address: johnsonb@union.edu

Department of Mathematics, IIT Bombay, Powai, Mumbai, India Email address: reksan@iitb.ac.in